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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RO-
LAND W. BURRIS, a Senator from the
State of Illinois.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Lord God Almighty, may our hearts
be right with You so that our lives will
honor You. Bless the Members of this
body. Provide them with all the direc-
tion, defense, support, and consolation
they need for life’s journey. As they
keep their minds on You, infuse them
with Your wonderful peace. Lord, give
them an abundant supply of Your spirit
that they will submit to You in every
trial, trusting You even when walking
through the valley of shadows. Uphold
them by Your might that they may
move forward with faith and persever-
ance.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 16, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS, a

Senate

Senator from the State of Illinois, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BURRIS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will be in a
period for the transaction of morning
business for an hour. Senators will be
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each. The majority will control the
first 30 minutes and the Republicans
will control the next 30 minutes. Fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate
will resume consideration of the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1023, the Travel
Promotion Act. There will be 1 hour for
debate prior to a cloture vote on that
motion to proceed. Senators should ex-
pect the vote to begin as early as quar-
ter to 12 today. The Senate will recess,
as we do on every Tuesday, from 12:30
p.m. to 2:15 p.m. for our weekly caucus
luncheons.

———
HEALTH CARE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, every day,
like every Senator, I get mail from

men and women across my State. Peo-
ple still write letters. It is not all over
the Internet. People still send hand-
written letters, lots of them. People
offer advice, criticism, suggestions,
and stories. They are making sure
their representative democracy works
the way they believe it should. Anyone
who is watching at home and won-
dering whether the representatives you
send to Washington actually read these
letters, I can tell you that we do.

I can tell you that on no other issue
have the letters my constituents have
sent me underscored the urgent need to
act more than the health care night-
mares they have shared with me.

For example, Lisa lives in
Gardnerville, NV, a beautiful place,
right under the Sierra Nevada moun-
tains. It is very scenic and beautiful.
She lives in Gardnerville with her two
daughters. One is 10 and one is 7. The
youngest little girl suffers seizures,
and her teachers think she has a learn-
ing disability. Because of her family
history, Lisa, the mom, is at high risk
for cervical cancer. Although she has
been told by her doctors that she
should get an exam every 3 months, she
now goes once a year because she
doesn’t have the money to go every 3
months. When Lisa lost her job re-
cently, she lost her health coverage.
Now both Lisa and her daughters miss
out on the tests and preventive medi-
cine to keep them healthy. Her long
letter ended with a simple plea: ‘“We
want to go to the doctor.”

Braden lives in Sparks, NV. The 55-
hour weeks he works to support his
family just barely cover his bills. He
doesn’t have enough money to buy
health insurance for his family, so he
doesn’t buy it. Braden owes a hospital
$12,000 for a trip to the emergency
room—the only place he could go be-
cause he has no health care. Braden is
brave, though. In his letter, he doesn’t
dread the debt he carries or grumble
about how hard he works, but he does
fear, “‘If I was seriously sick or injured,
I would lose it all.”
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Alysia is a 21-year-old woman from
Las Vegas. She needs surgery for the
kidney disease with which she has suf-
fered since she was born, but because
she recently lost her job, health care is
not part of her life anymore. Alysia has
done everything she can to try to get
help. Medicaid tells her she doesn’t
qualify because she isn’t pregnant,
doesn’t have children, doesn’t have dis-
ability insurance. Insurance companies
refuse to cover her, calling her kidney
disorder a preexisting condition. Ev-
eryone else calls this a tragedy.

These stories are as real as they
come. The letters are written by people
who play by the rules and don’t under-
stand why the health care system
doesn’t play by the rules. They are
written from the heart, and many are
written through pain, tears, and uncer-
tainty. Sadly, though, they are not
unique. Many Americans like Lisa skip
routine medical checkups or, like
Braden, live one accident away from
bankruptcy or one sickness away from
bankruptcy or, like Alysia, fear for the
worst as they fight through the red-
tape.

Our Republican colleagues like
things, obviously, just the way they
are, the status quo. They have com-
mitted themselves to a strategy of mis-
information and misrepresentation. I
heard it again on the radio this morn-
ing—government health care. In fact,
one Senator said that if he heard a Re-
publican Senator say anything other
than ‘‘government health care’—and
he instructed them not to use ‘“‘public
choice’” or ‘‘public option’—he jok-
ingly said they will have to put some
money in the kitty.

Misinformation and misrepresenta-
tion is not where we should be. This,
together with their attempt to delay,
is only going to hurt people like
Alysia, Braden, and Lisa.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

———
HEALTH CARE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, the
health care system in this country is in
urgent need of reform. People are frus-
trated with the soaring cost of care,
and they are frustrated that so many of
their fellow Americans lack the cov-
erage they need that they should be
able to expect in a nation as prosperous
as ours. People are also worried about
the enormous burden rising health care
costs is placing on American busi-
nesses, which are being forced to put
off pay increases and lay off workers to
cope with rising insurance premiums.
And now people are concerned that a
new government health plan that is
being talked about will make all of
these problems even worse.

For weeks, many of us have been
warning about plans for a government
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takeover of health care along the lines
of takeovers we have seen in other
areas of the private sector. Now the de-
tails of those plans are coming to light,
and they raise two questions: How
much is all this going to cost, and how
are we going to pay for it?

Let’s take just three proposals in the
plan that is currently taking shape in
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, the details of which
are just beginning to emerge.

First, there is a massive expansion of
Medicaid. Here is a program that was
originally established as a partnership
between the Federal Government and
the States to assist the poor and dis-
abled and which has become fiscally
unsustainable. Yet, rather than reform
this broken program, the HELP Com-
mittee is proposing a massive new ex-
pansion.

Second, the HELP Committee bill in-
cludes massive new subsidies for Amer-
icans with incomes higher than $100,000
a year. The purpose of these subsidies
is to help defray the cost of rising in-
surance premiums. We all know health
insurance is too expensive, but we
ought to be working to lower those pre-
miums, not opening the Federal check-
book to drive them up even higher.

Third, the HELP Committee bill es-
tablishes a new so-called prevention
and public health investment fund. The
details of this fund are a little murky,
but early indications are that it will
direct billions of dollars to things such
as having the government build side-
walks and government-subsidized farm-
ers markets. The idea here is to use tax
dollars to encourage healthier life-
styles. But at a time when Americans
are buried under medical bills and
frightened about losing the coverage
they have, farmers markets and side-
walks are not the reforms they have in
mind.

Americans want serious health care
reform, not expansion of programs that
are already fiscally unsustainable, sub-
sidies that disguise rising costs instead
of addressing their causes, and billions
for sidewalks and asparagus. These are
precisely the kinds of proposals that
mask the underlying problems and
cause people to lose faith in govern-
ment solutions, and they are simply
not acceptable.

The details we are seeing from the
HELP Committee should make us more
skeptical of a government health plan,
not less, and they should underscore
for every American the need for the
kinds of real, comprehensive reforms
some of us have been calling for over
the last few weeks.

The irony in this whole debate is
that we are being told that America’s
fiscal future will be jeopardized if we
do not allow these people who are pro-
posing these outrageous so-called re-
forms to take over the entire health
care system.

Preliminary estimates for this flawed
legislative proposal are simply stag-
gering. Just yesterday, the Congres-
sional Budget Office released an esti-
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mate of just part—just part—of the
HELP Committee bill. Focusing on just
this one section, the CBO determined
the bill will spend $1.3 trillion over 10
years, even though 37 million people
would still be left without health in-
surance. Let me say that again, Mr.
President. Just part of the HELP Com-
mittee bill would spend $1.3 trillion
over 10 years, after which 37 million
Americans would still be uninsured.
Let me say that again, as I just have.
One section of the bill—one section—
$1.3 trillion, and 37 million still unin-
sured. And this isn’t even a complete
evaluation of the bill. Large proposals
that will have a significant impact on
the cost, such as the Medicaid expan-
sion and a government-run plan, have
not even been factored in yet.

Moreover, according to details of the
HELP Committee plan, a new health
care exchange would result in 15 mil-
lion Americans losing the employer
coverage they already have—further
evidence if you like what you have, you
may well lose it under a government-
run plan.

How does the HELP Committee pro-
pose we pay for all this? Well, its pro-
posal is full of creative new ways to
spend taxpayer dollars, but it offers lit-
tle in offsetting the cost of the overall
bill. They will either charge the money
to the national credit card or, more
likely, raise taxes on working families.
In other words, more spending, higher
taxes, and even more debt. So far, some
of the taxes under discussion include a
new tax on soda, juice boxes, the cre-
ation of a new tax on jobs, and new
limits on charitable deductions.

Based on the CBO estimate, these
taxes would only be the beginning. The
health care proposal being put together
is not only extremely defective, it will
cost a fortune. And that cost will come
straight out of the taxpayers’ pocket-
book.

The bottom line is this: Under the il-
lusion of reform, Americans will be
asked to give up the care they like for
something worse, and then they will be
taxed to the hilt to pay for it. Ameri-
cans don’t want changes that make the
entire health care system as
unsustainable as Medicaid, and they
don’t want to go broke covering the
cost.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period of morning busi-
ness for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each, with the time equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the majority con-
trolling the first half and the Repub-
licans controlling the second half.
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The Senator from New Jersey.
———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized for 15 minutes, after which the
Senator from Illinois be recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———————

ACKNOWLEDGING ISRAEL’S
HISTORY

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, last
Wednesday, a few blocks down the
street, a neo-Nazi opened fire at the
Holocaust Museum. He murdered a se-
curity guard and terrorized the muse-
um’s visitors, including schoolchildren,
who had come to learn, to express sym-
pathy, and to pray. That evil act was
the work of a killer who had made his
hatred of other religions and ethnic
groups well known. And it was a re-
minder that intolerance, ignorance,
and anti-Semitism have not yet been
defeated in our world.

This tragedy reminds us of the need
of sound understanding of one of the
darkest episodes in the history of the
world. Far too many misrepresent the
significance of the Holocaust, espe-
cially in regard to the State of Israel
and her people. And far too many peo-
ple deny it happened altogether, out of
bigotry, hatred, and spite.

In the face of so much misunder-
standing, I am compelled today to
speak up about the role of the Holo-
caust in Israel’s history and Israel’s
challenges in preventing anti-Semitic
murder from continuing to happen.

The Holocaust was the most sinister
possible reminder that the Jewish pop-
ulation in exile was in constant jeop-
ardy. It was a definitive argument that
anti-Semitism could appear anywhere,
and 1its Thorrors galvanized inter-
national support for the State of Israel.
But let us be very clear: While the
Shoah has a central role in Israel’s
identity, it is not the reason behind its
founding and it is not the main jus-
tification for its existence.

The extreme characterization of this
mistaken view is the following: The
Western powers established Israel in
1948 based on their own guilt, at the ex-
pense of the Arab peoples who lived
there. Therefore, the current state is
illegitimate and should be wiped off
the face of the map. This flawed argu-
ment is not only in defiance of basic
human dignity but in plain defiance of
history. It is in defiance of ancient his-
tory as told in biblical texts and
through archeological evidence. It ig-
nores the history of the last several
centuries. Because of what is at stake,
it is well worth reviewing this history
in detail, and let me make a modest at-
tempt at a very broad overview.

There has been a continuity of Jew-
ish presence in the Holy Land for thou-
sands of years. Jewish Kkings and gov-
ernments were established in that area
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that is now Israel several millennia
ago. After untold years of Jewish sov-
ereignty, based in Jerusalem, the land
of the Jewish people fell repeatedly to
invaders—Assyrians, Persians, Greeks,
Romans, and many others. Jews were
repeatedly massacred and expelled, and
the departure of so many from the land
they had always called home developed
into an unparalleled diaspora.

From the 16th century until the ear-
liest 20th century, the land that is now
Israel was under the control of a dis-
tant Ottoman caliphate based in
Istanbul, and during this time, as ear-
lier, many Jews returned to their an-
cestral homeland. The Ottoman Empire
collapsed after World War I, and the
treaty granted Great Britain a man-
date over the area then known as Pal-
estine.

The League of Nations endorsed and
clarified this mandate in 1922, requir-
ing Britain to reconstitute a Jewish
national home within the territory
they controlled, in accordance with the
declaration made by British Foreign
Secretary Balfour in 1917, making the
restoration of Jewish communities in
that area a matter of international
law.

By the time World War II had ended,
there were more than 600,000 Jews liv-
ing in the British Mandate of Pal-
estine. In 1947, the United Nations ap-
proved a plan to partition the territory
into Arab and Jewish states. The Jew-
ish Agency accepted the plan. The
Arabs did not. On May 14, 1948, the
State of Israel declared its independ-
ence. On May 15, five Arab nations de-
clared war. Despite being surrounded
on all sides, Israel prevailed and ex-
panded its borders, providing a small
additional measure of security against
attacks which were certain to come—
and did.

So to be clear, the more than 700,000
Palestinians who left Israel were refu-
gees of a war instigated by Arab gov-
ernments, bent on seizing more land
for themselves. But the Arabs who left
Israel after its modern founding
weren’t the only displaced population
in the Middle East. In addition to the
hundreds of thousands of Jews who left
Europe during and after the Holocaust
in the 20th century, more than three-
quarters of a million Jews fled or were
expelled from their homes in Arab and
Middle Eastern nations—in cities that
many of their families had lived in for
nearly a millennium. Their possessions
were taken, their livelihoods were de-
stroyed, victims of nationalism and ha-
tred of Israel.

Several thousand years of history
lead to an undeniable conclusion: The
reestablishment of the State of Israel
in modern times is a political reality
with roots going back to the time of
Abraham. And so the way to consider
the immeasurable impact of the Holo-
caust in Israel is not to ask whether
the State would exist otherwise. It is,
at least in one sense, to imagine how
even more vibrant Israel would be if
millions upon millions had not been de-
nied a chance to know it.
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The attacks on Israel have barely
stopped since 1948—not just attacks by
armies but attacks by individuals, at-
tacks by tanks and terrorists, attacks
that have come in the form of stones
and they have come in the form of
speeches. Its enemies have attempted
to assassinate its people with rockets
and assassinate its national character
with hateful rhetoric. Today it is still
surrounded by hostility; its back is
still to the sea. It is surrounded by hos-
tility from Hezbollah in Lebanon and
Hamas in the Gaza strip.

In looking at the threat Israel faces
on its southwestern border, one fact
must be absolutely, indisputably, un-
equivocally clear: There is no moral
equivalency between Israel and Hamas.
Israel is a sovereign democratic state
of 7.5 million people—Jews, Muslims,
and Christians. Hamas is a terrorist or-
ganization. It won control of Gaza after
men in ski masks waged gun battles
with another branch of Palestinian
leadership. It used that control to
launch rockets at sleeping children in
the nearby Israeli cities of Ashkelon
and Sterot. This is the thanks Israel
got for withdrawing from Gaza.

Hamas does not recognize agree-
ments that Palestinian leaders have
reached with Israel in the past, it does
not recognize Israel’s right to exist at
all, and in fact it is ideologically com-
mitted to Israel’s annihilation. Gaza’s
people thirst for freedom and oppor-
tunity but are held hostage to Hamas’s
thirst for destruction. And even today,
after the consequences of menacing
Israel became clear in a disastrous war,
weapons are flowing freely through
tunnels into Gaza, Hamas has rearmed
and is readying itself for the day when
it is going to take on Israel again.

Hamas and Hezbollah may be the
head of the snake when it comes to ter-
rorism, but the tail extends much fur-
ther. The weapons terrorists use were
sent from Iran. Money they received
was sent from Iran. Propaganda sup-
porting Hamas’s campaign of terror
and calling for Israel’s destruction was
conceived in, produced by, and broad-
cast from Iran.

The fundamentalist regime in Tehe-
ran isn’t just an emerging threat. It
doesn’t just have the potential to be a
threat to Israel’s existence. It is a
threat to Israel’s existence. Under no
circumstances whatsoever can we allow
that conventional threat to become a
nuclear one. Especially in light of the
threat of Iran, and in light of the
threat extremists pose to so many in-
nocent civilians around the globe, the
importance of Israel as a strategic ally
and friend to the United States could
not be clearer. It is hard to overstate
the value of having such a stalwart
democratic ally in such a critical part
of the world—an ally in terms of intel-
ligence gathering, economics, politics,
and culture. Israel arose in a desert
rampant with repression, a force of
moderation against fundamentalism
and extremism. It is an ally we can
constantly depend on and count on to
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be with us in international fora and on
the key decisions that affect the safety
and security of Americans around the
world.

For more than six decades, it has
been a key U.S. trading partner and a
scientific innovator. We have Israeli
engineers to thank for everything from
advances in solar power to cell phone
technology to AOL Instant Messenger.
Equipment we are using in Iraq to fight
terrorism and Kkeep American troops
safe was developed in Israel. Medical
treatments we are using in U.S. hos-
pitals to fight cancer, heart disease,
and chronic pain were developed in
Israel. Israeli-born actors are stars of
Hollywood, and an Israeli astronaut
has accompanied Americans into space.

So it is not only in the interest of
Israel to have its full history recog-
nized, it is in the national interest and
the national security interests of the
United States. It is in our interests to
fully remember the unbreakable bond
that has made us both stronger over
the last 61 years and to make it unmis-
takable that our commitment is as
strong as ever.

The argument for Israel’s legitimacy
does not depend on what we say in
speeches. It has been made by history.
It has been made by the men and
women who have made the desert
green, by Nobel prizes earned, by
groundbreaking innovations and envi-
able institutions, by lives saved, de-
mocracy defended, peace made, and
battles won. There can be no denying
the Jewish people’s legitimate right to
live in peace and security on a home-
land to which they have had a connec-
tion for thousands of years.

We can and must move forward in the
peace process, and look for ways to
reach agreement between all sides. But
we cannot erase the moral distinctions
between tyranny and freedom, and we
must not edit history. If we stay true
to history and follow our moral com-
pass, I am optimistic that talks can
lead to understanding and resolution of
the very sensitive, detailed, and tough
issues we face.

The next pages of Middle Eastern his-
tory are not doomed to be stained by
an endless, senseless fight to the death.
It doesn’t have to be that way. Dif-
ferent peoples of vastly different back-
grounds have peacefully thrived in the
Middle East for generations upon gen-
erations, and this coexistence can hap-
pen once more.

Let us remember the words of Egyp-
tian President Anwar al-Sadat in 1978,
when he accepted the Nobel Prize for
peace—words that not 1long before
would have seemed incredibly unlikely.
He said:

Let us put an end to wars, let us reshape
life on the solid basis of equity and truth.
And it is this call . . . of the great majority
of the Arab and Israeli peoples, and indeed of
millions of men, women, and children around
the world that you are today honoring. And
these hundreds of millions will judge to what
extent every responsible leader in the Middle
East has responded to the hopes of mankind.

I have been to Israel. I have shaken
the hands of its citizens and visited its
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holy places. I know that in the heart of
Israelis there is a strong desire for
peace. We can never lose sight of why
peace is so important. After the un-
speakable horrors of the Holocaust, the
Jewish people would forever be mindful
that no one knows what turns history
will take and every day we are mindful
that anti-Semitism has not gone away,
whether in the form of a firebombing of
a French synagogue, defamatory com-
ments of a government official in
South Africa, or a senseless murder in
Washington DC.

Israel is the one place in the world,
the one place where anti-Semitism can
be structurally impossible. It is a field
of hope on which fear can be van-
quished, an island of refuge that can
stand firm no matter how stormy the
sea of history turns. That is why we
must always keep it safe and always
keep it free.

The United States is not simply al-
lied with a government, it is an ally of
Israel’s people. It is an ally of Israel’s
democratic ideals. It is an ally of its
history, of its aspirations for peace and
prosperity, its can-do spirit, and amaz-
ing resilience in the face of threats
from all sides. In that sense, we are not
just Israel’s allies, we are admirers, we
are partners, and we are friends.

I plan to do everything I can to see
that we support this friendship this
year, next year, and every year there-
after.

Let me close by saying Martin Lu-
ther King said:

The arc of the moral universe is long, but
it bends towards justice.

We know that in Israel’s quest for se-
curity, there will be trials along the
way, there will be setbacks, and there
will be dangers too tremendous for
words. But if we continue the work we
do and continue to stay true to the val-
ues that drive our journey, then the
long arc will eventually rest in place in
the land of Israel and it is a just and
lasting peace that will be at hand.

I yield whatever time I have, and I
yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

——
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DURBIN. How much time is re-
maining in morning business on the
Democratic side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Sixteen minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I am going to ask con-
sent for an additional 5 minutes on
both sides in morning business, and I
will try to not use it if I can. I ask con-
sent for an additional 5 minutes on
both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent after my remarks
the Senator from Oregon be recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. MCCAIN. Could I amend the
unanimous consent request that I fol-
low Senator WYDEN?

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that on the Republican side, for
their morning  business, Senator
MCcCAIN be recognized first.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this
morning the Republican Senate leader,
MiIiTcH MCCONNELL of Kentucky, came
to the floor to talk about health care.
It is a timely conversation among
Members of the Senate about the fu-
ture of this important issue. I know
Senator WYDEN of Oregon is going to
address it as well.

Yesterday, in Chicago, IL, which I
am honored to represent, the President
came to speak to the American Med-
ical Association, a gathering of doctors
from all over the United States, to ad-
dress this same issue. It is an issue of
paramount importance to these med-
ical professionals. They understand, as
we do, that we want to maintain the
best quality health care in the world.
In order to do that, we have to face the
realities of the shortcomings of our
current health care system.

Although we have many of the best
hospitals and doctors and some of the
best technology, we lead the world in
the development of pharmaceuticals,
we also know the cost of this system is
spinning out of control. People feel it;
whether it is individuals buying health
insurance, businesses, governments—
State and local and Federal govern-
ments—all understand that if the cost
of health care continues to rise as it is
currently going up, it will literally
break the bank, not just for the Fed-
eral Government and all the health
care programs we have but for individ-
uals and families and businesses. That
is the reality.

If we do nothing, if we ignore this re-
ality, we are doomed to face a situa-
tion where more and more of the dol-
lars we earn as employees will go to-
ward health care protection and health
care insurance and the protection itself
will diminish each year—because that
is the other reality. As the cost of
health insurance goes up each year, the
coverage goes down.

People know what I am talking
about. When the health insurance com-
pany says we have a great plan for you
but, incidentally, remember the cancer
test you had last year, we will not
cover anything related to cancer in the
future, that is not much when it comes
to insurance or protection or peace of
mind.

They also know that many health in-
surance companies make this a deadly
game of a battle between what your
doctor says you need and what some
insurance company bureaucrat is going
to negotiate. You end up on the phone
with some clerk in a distant location
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debating as to whether there is cov-
erage and whether they can go ahead
with the procedure they think is im-
portant for you or someone you love
very much in your family. That is the
reality of where we are today. We have
to deal with cost and deal with it in a
fashion that is appropriate.

How do we deal with it? First, this
system has a lot of money in it. We
spend twice as much as any other coun-
try on Earth when it comes to health
protection and health care. Yet when
you look at the results, the actual sur-
vival rates for many of the serious ill-
nesses that face us, it turns out that
countries that spend a fraction of what
the United States spends get better re-
sults. There is a lesson to be learned.
There is waste in this system.

One of the articles that is making
the rounds on Capitol Hill was written
in the New Yorker magazine on June 1
by a Boston surgeon named Atul
Gawande. He went to McAllen, TX, and
tried to understand why the cost per
Medicare patient there, at $15,000 a
year, was so high, dramatically higher
than many other comparable cities in
the State of Texas and around the Na-
tion.

What he found, to his surprise and
disappointment, was that the doctors
and hospitals in those areas were bun-
dling up and charging people as much
as possible, ordering procedures that
were unnecessary, doing things that
were not called for. The reason was ob-
vious: there was money to be made. As
long as they kept piling the medical
bills on the patients through Medicare,
they received more reimbursement.
They didn’t have healthier people.
They didn’t have an outcome that jus-
tified it. But they made a lot more
money in the process.

What the President has said to us is,
with all this money in the system, we
have to find ways to bring in more effi-
ciency. It is one thing to say that 48
million Americans currently uninsured
will receive protection. I think that is
basic. That is moral. That should be
one of our primary goals. But that
costs money.

When the Republican leader comes up
and argues this is going to be an expen-
sive undertaking, what he is saying is
we cannot afford to insure people in
America. I think he is wrong. I think
there are ways to do it, and we must do
it because, honestly, if they don’t have
health insurance, they are still going
to get sick. They are still going to a
doctor or hospital and all of us are
going to pay for it.

Right now we estimate that for an
ordinary family in America, we are
paying about $1,000 a year more in
health insurance premiums to cover
those who are uninsured. In other
words, the health insurance policy I
have through the Federal Government
with the Federal employees costs $1,000
more than it ordinarily would so there
is more money in the system to cover
those uninsured. If we can bring those
uninsured into insurance coverage, it
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gives them peace of mind, it relieves
this hidden tax on families across
America, and it means, frankly, that
providers—hospitals, doctors, and oth-
ers—are going to be adequately com-
pensated for the care they offer to cur-
rently uninsured people.

When President Obama comes to the
AMA and talks about covering the un-
insured, there is usually a cheer. That
is 48 million more paying customers,
people who will actually pay into our
system. But he also talks about some-
thing that is not as popular with many
health care providers and that is reduc-
ing the cost of this system.

What happened in McAllen, TX, is
unacceptable; that you can have health
care providers trying to run up the bill
in an effort to make more money for
themselves at the expense of the gov-
ernment, at the expense of health in-
surance companies but, frankly, not to
the benefit of those who are being
treated.

The Senator from Kentucky fre-
quently comes here and talks about
how much he dislikes—I will use that
word—government-related health care.
Let’s make it clear. I do not know of
anyone, including the President or
leaders of Congress, calling for a gov-
ernment health care plan to cover ev-
eryone. That is not what we are asking
for. We want to make sure there is pri-
vate health insurance that is held ac-
countable and is competitive so we can
help bring down the cost. But to argue
there 1is something fundamentally
wrong with government-sponsored
health care, even if it is just an option,
a voluntary option for customers
across America, is to ignore the obvi-
ous. There are 40 million Americans
today protected by Medicare. Forty
million seniors and disabled people who
have quality health care because of a
government plan that has been in place
now for over 40 years. There are also a
large number of our men and women
who serve in the military protected by
the veterans health care system, an-
other government health care system,
who believe—and I think rightly so—
that they are receiving some of the
best medical care in America. I do not
believe the Senator from Kentucky is
opposed to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion and the health care it provides,
but it is a government plan.

The same is true when it comes to
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. That is health insurance for in-
dividual children through private com-
panies, but the Government has
stepped in to make sure these kids are
covered, and I, frankly, am very proud
of the fact that when President Obama
took office, we extended that coverage
to 11 million uninsured children in
America. That was a government effort
to make the private health insurance
effort in our country work better.

We have to get down to the bottom
line here. Are we going to succeed or
fail when it comes to health care re-
form? If we ignore the obvious and ig-
nore the challenges, there is a genuine
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chance we may come up short. But if
we accept this historic challenge to
come together on both sides of the
aisle, I think the American people will
cheer us on. They want to maintain
what is good about the current health
care system and fix what is broken.
They want to make sure, at the end of
the day, if they have health insurance
they like, a plan they think is right for
them and their families, that they can
keep that. They want to make sure the
health care reform is centered on pa-
tients and families and the doctor-pa-
tient relationship, not on a govern-
ment bureaucracy. They want to end
the health insurance company bureauc-
racies that are so frustrating and so ex-
pensive for families across America.

When the Senator from Xentucky,
the Republican leader, comes to the
floor and comes up with a series of
criticisms about any attempt at re-
form, I have a question to ask him:
What is your option? What would you
do? Do you accept the status quo? Do
you think this is as good as it can be?
I do not. I agree with President Obama.
We can do better.

The President said one last thing
that I am going to say; that is, he said:
If this were easy, it would have been
done a long time ago. It is hard, and it
will take bipartisan cooperation for it
to succeed. I encourage my colleagues
to join in that conversation at the Fi-
nance Committee, as well as at the
HELP Committee, and I hope we can
produce a product this year that shows
we are going to move forward together
to make sure we have affordable qual-
ity health care for every American.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the Democratic
side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 11 minutes 24 seconds.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, many
Senators on both sides of the aisle are
working constructively to fix Amer-
ican health care. For several years, I
have spent time listening to col-
leagues, going to the offices of 85 Sen-
ators and at least that many in the
House, and to thousands of others in
the public and private sectors, about
their ideas for fixing American health
care. My aim with these discussions
has been to find common ground and to
chart a path so that this Congress and
this President can do something this
country has never done before: enact
real health reform.

Today, I come to the floor to lay out
the specifics of real health care reform.
The President said yesterday that
there has never been a better oppor-
tunity to get the job done; to improve
the lives of all Americans and guar-
antee quality, affordable coverage to
all of our people.

The question now is will Democrats
and Republicans in the Senate rise to
this challenge? Will this Congress and
the President overcome the fear tactics



S6616

that have derailed past efforts? But
maybe equally as important: Will this
Congress and our President dare to
pass real reform?

The pitfall, as I see it, is that too
often we have been afraid of failure. If
we draft legislation with an eye only
on what we think can get passed, on
what we think the American people
will buy, if we play it too safe, my fear
is that we will miss the opportunity for
real reform. I believe that passing a re-
form bill that does not reform the
health care system is about as wrong
as not passing any bill at all.

President Obama said yesterday he
will only support legislation that
“earns the title of reform.” I agree
with the President, which is why I am
going to use this morning to lay down
a similar marker for what I believe is
necessary to ‘‘earn the title of real re-
form.”

First, real reform means that all of
us, and especially the powerful interest
groups, must accept changes resisted in
the past. Insurers are going to have to
change the way they do business. Phar-
maceutical companies will have to be
more responsive to purchasers that in-
sist on more value and transparency.
Doctors and hospitals will be held ac-
countable for the quality of care they
provide. Malpractice suits will be held
to stricter standards.

Individuals will have to take greater
responsibility for their health. Real
health reform means changing the way
business is done in the private insur-
ance market. It means an end to insur-
ance companies cherry-picking, a prac-
tice where the companies take the
healthy people and send sick people
over to government programs more
fragile than they are. No longer should
anyone make money by denying care
to someone who needs it. That is
wrong, and this Congress will make it
illegal.

Real reform means everyone is guar-
anteed coverage by their choice of in-
surer. Under any new system, insur-
ance companies must be required to
cover everyone and they must be re-
quired to price with fairness so you do
not get discriminated against because
of your gender or your health status or
your age. It means you will no longer
be denied coverage or charged more be-
cause you were sick 5 years ago or
today or you might be sick 5 years
from now.

Real health reform guarantees that
all Americans can choose their doctor
and their health plan. The President
said yesterday: Real reform will give
every American access to the insurance
exchange where they can choose to
keep the care they have or pick a bet-
ter plan that meets their families’
needs. That means if you like the care
you have, you can keep it. But it also
means that if you do not like the care
you have, you can reject it. You can re-
ject it and choose a better plan.

Real reform would not only cover the
uninsured, but it will make the lives of
all of those who have insurance cov-
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erage better. Right now the majority of
Americans who are lucky enough to
have employer coverage have no choice
in where they get their insurance. I be-
lieve these Americans deserve choices
too.

Some might say that this under-
mines the employer-based system. No,
it does not. Rather, it makes the em-
ployer-based system more accountable
at the same time that it makes health
care more portable. Real health reform
means that if you leave your job or
your job leaves you, you will not lose
your health care coverage.

Real reform will once and for all end
the entrepreneurial tax in which Amer-
icans are afraid to go into business for
themselves because they cannot take
their health care with them. The Presi-
dent himself said it best when he wrote
in 2006, ‘““With Americans changing jobs
more frequently, more likely to go
through spells of unemployment, and
more likely to work part time or to be
self-employed, health insurance can’t
just run through employers anymore,
it must be portable.”

Real reform will guarantee that all
Americans can afford quality health
care. No longer should families be
forced to pay more for their health in-
surance premiums than they pay for
their housing. Our goal should not be
to exempt those Americans who cannot
afford to pay, our goal should be to
guarantee that every American can af-
ford the health care they need.

Real reform will be affordable for the
Nation and for our taxpayers. It will
reduce current costs and bring the rate
of health care inflation in line with
economic growth. Failure to meet this
test would result in massive new gov-
ernment obligations and no means to
pay for them.

Real reform must end the health care
caste system in which low-income
Americans are treated as second-class
citizens. No longer should low-income
Americans have less access to doctors
than their Member of Congress or any
other American. Today, 37 million
adults and 10 million children effec-
tively lack access to a primary care
physician. Those are Americans who
have health insurance but who cannot
find a doctor to care for them. Real re-
form means ending the caste system in
America that, in my view, discrimi-
nates against the most vulnerable and
most impoverished among us. Real re-
form means that when you need a doc-
tor you will be able to see one.

Real reform will reward Americans
for making smart choices. Americans
should be rewarded for choosing the
right insurer for their families, and
they should be rewarded for choosing a
healthy lifestyle. This means creating
a health system that no longer focuses
primarily on sick care, but puts a pri-
ority on prevention as well.

Real reform will change the incen-
tives that drive behavior in the Amer-
ican health system. It will reduce the
demand and desire for unnecessary
health care services. Health care insti-
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tutions will no longer profit from the
quantity of procedures they run up but
will instead be rewarded for quality
care.

Real reform will take an axe to ad-
ministrative costs. Americans will sign
up just once for health care. They will
have their premiums taken from their
withholding so they do not have to
worry about making payments. They
will go into large efficient groups so
they are no longer left on their own in
the individual market.

In today’s non-system, people are an
afterthought to the self-perpetuating
bureaucracy of medical billing, reim-
bursement fights, coverage fights, and
outright fraud, waste, and abuse. Like
the President said yesterday, real re-
form will: ‘““Replicate best practices;
incentivize excellence; close cost dis-
parities.” In effect, he wants to see
health care dollars go to pay for qual-
ity, efficient health care. And that is
what I have described today.

Real reform means providing care. It
means guaranteeing that all Americans
have good, quality, affordable cov-
erage, coverage that is portable. It
means ensuring we end the caste sys-
tem so all Americans can see doctors
when they need one. And it means cre-
ating a system that is more intent on
keeping people healthy than profiting
from illness.

The central question, when it comes
to real reform, is not who pays, but
how we pay. Because everyone knows
that ultimately the American taxpayer
is the one footing the bill. It is now
Congress’s job to create an accountable
system that puts the focus where it be-
longs, not on misguided incentives, not
on shedding risk, not on quarterly prof-
its, but on providing quality, efficient
care for all our people.

That is what Americans want from
this debate about health care reform.
That is what I think can bring Demo-
crats and Republicans together, work-
ing with the President under the ban-
ner of real reform. The country de-
serves it. It is time for this Congress to
give it to our people.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized.

——

HEALTH CARE

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, tomor-
row the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions will begin
consideration of a 615-page bill that
seeks to reform our Nation’s health
care system. This bill, introduced by
Senator KENNEDY and others last week,
has very great ambitions.

We all agree that health care reform
is necessary. We all agree that Con-
gress must act. But we must not act
recklessly. We must not act with haste
and political expediency. Health care
reform will affect each and every
American and we must do it right. I
strongly believe that we have to start
over and act in a truly bipartisan man-
ner to address the issue.
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Unfortunately, the legislation before
that committee seeks to enact a mas-
sive government-run health care pro-
gram that intrudes into the lives of all
Americans by making decisions on
each American’s choice of doctors, em-
ployer health plans, and insurance pro-
viders, and it leaves major questions
unanswered.

Every American should know the an-
swer to how much will this massive ex-
pansion of government cost. And every
taxpayer should have a clear answer to
how are taxpayers going to pay for this
massive government expansion.

Yesterday the Congressional Budget
Office released a letter which stated
that the Kennedy bill, the bill now
pending for markup beginning tomor-
row in committee, would insure only
one-third—would insure only one-
third—of the 47 million Americans who
are currently uninsured, for a cost of $1
trillion—$1 trillion—over 10 years.

Again that only insures one-third of
the uninsured. Let me quote from the
Congressional Budget Office report. It
says:

Once the proposal [that is the bill that we
are now considering in the HELP Com-
mittee] was fully implemented, about 39 mil-
lion individuals would obtain coverage
through the new insurance exchanges. At the
same time, the number of people who had
coverage through an employer would decline
by about 15 million or roughly 10 percent,
and coverage from other sources would fall
by about 8 million. So the net decrease in
the number of people uninsured would be
about 16 million, because 47 million are with-
out health insurance in America.

So this matches an executive sum-
mary entitled ‘“The Impact of the 2009
Affordable Health Choices Act’ which
was completed by the HSI Network,
done by Steve Parente, Ph.D., and Lisa
Tornai, M.S.

I ask unanimous consent that this re-
port be printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MCCAIN. This study authen-
ticates the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, because what it says is, if you
want to insure every American, it is
going to be $4 trillion—not $1 but $4
trillion—over a 10-year period.

So to insure coverage for all Ameri-
cans, as proposed in the legislation, it
would cost $460 billion annually or $4
trillion over the next 10 years, accord-
ing to a report issued last week, as I
mentioned.

The best we can tell, the cost of the
legislation that we are now considering
is $4 trillion. How are we going to pay
for that? How are we going to pay for
it? Is there a proposal yet, besides
eliminating fraud, abuse, and waste?

It is unacceptable. It is not health
care reform. I believe the CBO letter
should be a wake-up call to all of us in
this Chamber to scrap the current bill
and start all over, and start all over in
a bipartisan fashion with true negotia-
tions.

Yesterday the President of the
United States said the opponents of his
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legislation or his proposal were fear
mongering. I cannot agree with that
assessment nor do I accuse the pro-
ponents of this bill of that motivation.
This is not health care reform. Any bill
that strips 23 million Americans of
their current health care coverage and
insures a mere third of the 47 million
uninsured Americans is not what
Americans are looking for in legisla-
tion.

Let me say, Americans are not call-
ing for a massive government expan-
sion. They are not calling for a new
government insurance plan that will do
away with existing private insurance
plans or an act of a broad government
panel exerting command and control of
individual, small group and large em-
ployer health care plans. They are not
calling for new tax cuts to health care
services or penalties to individuals or
small businesses if health coverage
does not comply with Washington’s
standards. They are not calling for $1
to $4 trillion to be spent to fund the ap-
petite of some who are hungry for more
government intrusion into the daily
lives of Americans.

Americans need health insurance,
good and complete health care cov-
erage, the security of knowing they
have a job, and even better, a job where
an employer can afford to provide
health care coverage. If the employer
does not provide coverage, we need to
make it easier and affordable to get
health care coverage for an American.

Two ideas: One, give every American
family a $5,000 refundable tax credit
and let them go out and get an insur-
ance policy that meets their needs.
And let them go across State lines if
they feel like doing it. That is pretty
simple. It is not real complicated. It
can be done in a bipartisan way in a
matter of weeks.

That is not what is happening here,
despite all of their calls, along with the
President’s, for bipartisanship. But it
can be done if we wanted to solve the
problem for the American people.

I believe it is time for Democrats and
Republicans to come together and draft
a bill that gets Americans the health
care coverage needed at affordable
rates. This should be our goal, ensuring
that all Americans have coverage, not
just 16 million as the Congressional
Budget Office study indicates, but have
everybody covered, not an
unsustainable government expansion.

Again, I am calling on the White
House and the Democrats to scrap this
unsustainable bill and sit down and let
us start from scratch. According to
news reports in New York, Robert
Gibbs states this morning, ‘“This is not
the Administration’s bill,” after the
CBO letter came out.

Well, where is the administration’s
bill? We are supposed to be enacting
legislation before the end of July.
Where is the administration’s bill?

We cannot afford this one. We cannot
afford the one that is supposedly going
to be enacted into legislation that will
come to the floor of this Senate. It
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does not do justice to our taxpayers
and their children. Forty-two percent
of U.S. voters say cutting the deficit is
the most important priority for the
country. The bill that is being consid-
ered tomorrow in the HELP Committee
is an extraordinary step in the wrong
direction.

So let me just say, scrap this bad
bill. Pay attention to the Congres-
sional Budget Office. Understand it
does not achieve the goal of coverage.
Understand the costs would be around
$4 trillion over a 10-year period for
which, so far, there is almost no provi-
sion to pay for it. Let’s sit down to-
gether and work together in order to
provide Americans with the health care
they need at a reasonable cost.

EXHIBIT 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2009 AFFORDABLE HEALTH CHOICES ACT

Independent Assessment by HSI Network
LLC, for Public Dissemination

SUMMARY SNAPSHOT

The Senate Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions (HELP) have pro-
posed a health reform bill called the Afford-
able Health Choice Act (AHC) that seeks to
reduce the number of uninsured and increase
health system efficiency and quality. The
draft legislation was introduced on June 9th,
2009. The proposal provided adequate infor-
mation to suggest what the impact would be
of AHC using the ARCOLAT™ gsimulation
model. AHC would include an individual
mandate as well as a pay or plan provision.
In addition, it would include a means-tested
subsidy with premium supports available for
those up to 500% of the federal poverty level.
Public plan options in three tiers: Gold, Sil-
ver and Bronze are proposed in a structure
similar to that of the Massachusetts Con-
nector, except that it is called The Gateway.
These public plan options would contain
costs by reimbursing providers up to 10%
above current reimbursement rates. There is
no mention of removing the tax exclusion as-
sociated with employer sponsored health in-
surance. There is also no mention of changes
to Medicare and Medicaid, other than fraud
prevention, that could provide cost-savings
for the coverage expansion proposed. Below,
we summarize the impact of the proposed
plan in terms of the reduction on uninsured,
the 2010 cost, as well as the ten year cost of
the plan in 2010 dollars.

HELP Affordable Health Choices Act

Insurance is reduced by 99% to cover ap-
proximately 47,700,000 people.

Subsidy—Tax Recovery = Net cost:
$279,000,000,000 subsidy to the individual mar-
ket; $180,000,000,000 subsidy to the ESI mar-
ket with; Net cost: $460,500,000,000 (annual);
Net cost: $4,098,000,000,000 (10 year)

Private sector crowd out: ~79,300,000 lives.

The underlying simulation model used is
ARCOLA ™, a proprietary version of a
health reform coverage and cost assessment
analytic engine. A peer-reviewed presen-
tation of the core model structure is summa-
rized in the journal Health Affairs and a
longer version is available as a DHHS report
at www.ehealthplan.org

SCORING COMPONENTS

Major policy components considering for
scoring:

Employers would have to offer health in-
surance or pay a tax not as yet specified.

Individuals would have to be covered by a
qualified plan or pay a tax.

Medicaid for everyone up to 150% of pov-
erty.
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Sliding scale subsidy from 150% to 500% of
poverty.

The government would define a qualified
plan with 3 levels of coverage: gold, silver
and bronze. We assume the subsidy would be
priced at the silver level of benefit design.

All plans must use modified community
rating: premiums can vary only by geo-
graphic region (to be defined), family struc-
ture, actuarial value of benefits, and age
(maximum 2:1 range).
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Public plan that pays Medicare rates +10%.
Small-employer tax subsidy
SUMMARY

The plan lowers the uninsured signifi-
cantly, to less than 1% of the population, but
not without a cost of over four trillion dol-
lars over 10 years. There are no provisions in
the legislation to offset this course. Even if
the most generous estimate of the employer
sponsored tax exclusion ($300 billion per
year, including collecting FICA contribu-
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tions from employers) where used and com-
bined with fraud estimates and block grant-
ing all of Medicaid (acute and long term
care), this would be a challenging proposal to
finance with budget neutrality. Finally, the
public plans will be quite successful in re-
cruiting large numbers of Americans. They
will also likely crowd out at 79 million indi-
vidual contracts with existing private insur-
ers.
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Detailed Breakout of AHC Legislation Impact from ARCOLA™

Individual Market
Insured
Uninsured

Group Market
Insured
Uninsured

Total Market -
Insured
Uninsured

2009 Affordable Health Choices Act

Status Quo

Population
16,182,877
41,843,646

162,665,411
6,773,521

178,848,288
48,617,167

Affordable Health Choices Act Impact

2010 Dollar Estimates by Plan Choices

Individual Market
HSA

Public Gold

Public Silver

Public Bronze

PPO High

PPO Low

PPO Medium
Uninsured

Group Market

HMO

HRA

Employer-sponsored HSA
Opt-out HSA

Public Gold

Public Silver

Public Bronze

Opt-out PPO Low

PPO High

PPO Low

PPO Medium

Turned Down - Other Private
Turned Down - No insurance

Status Quo
Population
6,764,409
0
0
0
57,525
9,008,693
351,250
41,843,646

38,902,944
4,628,425
141,186
277,905

0

Y

0

245,762
17,286,666
2,023,263
87,320,502
11,838,759
6,773,521

Proposal 2010 - Population
Population Total Impact Impact
57,513,571 $279,903,791,139 11,572,054
501,918 0 -41,341,728
Subtotal $279,903,791,139
168,980,727 $180,626,259,236 -70,763,315
443,524 $0 -6,329,997
Subtotal $180,626,259,236
Total]  $460,530,050,376|
226,494,298 $460,530,050,376
945,442 o| -47,671,725]
2010 2010
Population Fiscal Impact Delta
8,837,503 $24,523,097,130 2,073,094
21,634 $38,352,668
15,384,939 $85,340,451,551
14,352,067 $80,151,337,191
1,121,641 $7,691,806,410 1,064,116
6,569,646 $18,899,814,008 -2,440,047
11,226,141 $63,258,832,181 10,874,891
501,918 $0 -41,341,728
‘ $279,903,791,13¢
25,212,667 $18,220,965,760 -13,690,277
3,584,030 $2,636,475,136 -1,044,395
57,501 $43,016,344 -83,684
2,261,246 $6,230,527,020 1,983,341
11,159,097 $4,940,047,142
38,123,622 $47,241,576,558
27,795,913 $32,108,463,133
651,234 $398,087,278 405,472
19,528,447 $26,951,344,787 2,241,781
996,385 $424,070,922 -1,026,878
38,739,485 $41,431,685,157 -48,581,017
871,099 $0 10,967,659
443,524 $0 -6,329,997
$180,626,259,236
Total Subsidy: $460,530,050,376
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ARCOLA '™ TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION

The ARCOLA™ model is a national health
policy impact micro-simulation model de-
signed to estimate the impact of health pol-
icy proposals at federal and state levels. The
model predicts individual adult responses to
proposed policy changes and generalizes to
the US population with respect to: (1) health
insurance coverage and (2) financial impact
of the proposed changes.

This model was first used for the Office of
the Assistant Secretary (OASPE) of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services
(DHHS) to simulate the effect of the Medi-
care Modernization Act of 2003 (MMA) on
take-up of high-deductible health plans in
the individual health insurance market
(Feldman, Parente, Abraham et al, 2005;
Parente et al, Final Technical Report for
DHHS Contract HHSP233200400573P, 2005).
The model was later refined to incorporate
the effect of prior health status on health
plan choice—a necessary step if one wants to
predict enrollment more accurately. The lat-
est model also used insurance expenditures
from actual claims data to refine premiums
and then predict choices again with the new
premiums. The model then iterates the
choice model until premiums and choices
converge, and then finds an equilibrium
state. A subsequent change to the model per-
mitted state-specific predictions of policy
changes as well as total federal health policy
impact.

MODEL COMPONENTS & DATA SOURCES

There are three major components to the
ARCOLA™ model: (1) Model Estimation; (2)
Choice Set Assignment and Prediction; and
(3) Policy Simulation. Often, more than one
database was required to complete the task.
Integral to this analysis was the use of con-
sumer directed health plan data from four
large employers working with the study in-
vestigators.

The model estimation had several steps. As
a first step, we pooled the data from the four
employers offering CDHPs to estimate a con-
ditional logistic plan choice model similar to
our earlier work (Parente, Feldman and
Christianson, 2004). In the second step we
used the estimated choice-model coefficients
to predict health plan choices for individuals
in the MEPS-HC. In order to complete this
step, it was necessary first to assign the
number and types of health insurance
choices that are available to each respondent
in the MEPS-HC. For this purpose we turned
to the smaller, but more-detailed MEPS
Household Component-Insurance Component
linked file, which contained the needed in-
formation. The third step was to populate
the model with appropriate market-based
premiums and benefit designs. The final step
was to apply plan choice models coefficients
to the MEPS data with premium information
to get final estimates of take up and subsidy
costs.

Mr. McCCAIN. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRAVEL PROMOTION ACT

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President,
this week the Senate will be consid-
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ering the Travel Promotion Act, which
is an important bill for my home State
of Florida.

Every year, millions of tourists trav-
el to the United States from overseas,
helping our economy, generating reve-
nues for States and communities, and
creating job opportunities for millions
of Americans. But for most of this last
decade there has been a huge dropoff in
visitors to the United States from
other countries. Between 2000 and 2008,
the U.S. tourism industry has experi-
enced an estimated 58 million lost ar-
rivals, $182 billion in lost spending, $27
billion in lost tax receipts, and $47 bil-
lion in lost payroll. We have also lost
245,000 jobs. One in eight Americans is
directly or indirectly employed by the
travel industry. The industry contrib-
utes $1.3 trillion to the U.S. economy,
and the industry contributes $115 bil-
lion in tax revenue.

In Florida, home to Walt Disney
World, Universal Studios, many beau-
tiful beaches, the Everglades, some of
the best fishing and snorkeling in the
world, and the oldest settlements in
North America, the tourism industry
employs no less than 750,000 Floridians
and accounts for nearly 25 percent of
all of the State’s sales tax collections.
Last year, the United States had 633,000
fewer international travelers than we
had in the year 2000. Florida has taken
a harder hit, losing 1.3 million visitors
over that same period of time.

Numbers do not lie. Our lack of at-
tention to self-promotion is costing us
money, jobs, and opportunities. And it
is not that people are not traveling.
The fact is, people are traveling to
some destinations other than the
United States. The world competition
for the travel dollar is keen. Countries
all over the world are doing all they
can to attract visitors to their coun-
tries. We are competing in a world
marketplace.

This is an alarming trend we are see-
ing in the United States, and it clearly
hurts our economy. But it also has an
impact on our image around the world.
Studies show a person’s opinion of our
country is greatly improved when they
visit our country. We are our own best
ambassadors. But when fewer people
visit here, there are fewer opportuni-
ties for others to see what our Nation
has to offer and what we are all about.
So increased travel to the United
States is not only good for our Nation,
it is also good for the way in which we
portray ourselves to the world.

One of the best ways to address this
is to create a comprehensive campaign
to promote the United States as a trav-
el destination. This is a way of revers-
ing this current trend. This is a way of
bringing back some of the declines to a
better day so we can increase jobs and
opportunities in our country.

Here is an example of what other na-
tions spend to promote themselves in
the tourism market around the world.
Here is what we are competing against.
This is what the United States is up
against as we look to compete for the
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travel dollar. Our close neighbor of
Mexico spent $149 million promoting
travel to Mexico. Our other close
neighbor, Canada, spent $568 million in
promoting travel to its country. China
spent $60 million in promoting travel
to its country. Australia spent $113
million. The countries of the European
Union collectively spent $800 million
on self-promotion. How much has the
United States spent? We have spent ab-
solutely nothing. We spend nothing in
promoting our tourism.

For years, sectors within the agricul-
tural industry have used so-called
checkoff programs to promote their
products. We have heard the slogans:
“Pork, the other white meat.” ‘‘Beef,
it’s what’s for dinner.” ‘“Milk, it does a
body good.” These are familiar slogans
created by industry-sponsored cam-
paigns. Producers Kkick in their own
money to create a marketing campaign
that benefits all producers. We need
the same thing for our tourism, which
is why I urge my colleagues to support
moving forward on the Travel Pro-
motion Act. It will benefit our econ-
omy, it will complement our Nation’s
diplomatic efforts and, perhaps most
importantly, it will help to create new
jobs.

The Travel Promotion Act will en-
able the United States to become its
own ambassador by establishing a pub-
lic-private campaign to promote tour-
ism abroad. The campaign would be led
by an independent, not-for-profit cor-
poration governed by an 1ll-member
board of individuals appointed by the
Secretary of Commerce. Each would
represent the various regions around
the Nation and bring their expertise in
promoting international travel. The
program will not use taxpayer money
but will instead rely on user fees paid
by foreign tourists and in-kind con-
tributions from corporate partners.

Additionally, the act will increase
coordination among the Commerce,
State, and Homeland Security Depart-
ments to streamline the entry and de-
parture procedures for our foreign
tourists. You see, not only are we not
promoting ourselves, we are also doing
a lot to complicate travel to our coun-
try. Because of those things which
were done as a necessity post-9/11, we
have created a lot of layers of com-
plication for foreign travelers to visit
our country. We have to continue to
have the kind of protection about who
visits our land to protect our home-
land, but at the same time we need to
use some common sense about how this
is done and incorporate some modern
technologies to ensure that the travel
experience to the United States is not
cumbersome, is not complicated, and
that it is transparent and enjoyable for
those who come to visit us.

In today’s economy, every visitor
counts. In the competitive world we
live in, every competitive dollar that
can be spent out there promoting trav-
el to the United States will inure to
the benefit of the job creation we will
see in places such as my home State.
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When you consider that visitors from
overseas spend an estimated $4,500
every time they visit the United
States, more visitors will mean more
jobs for Americans at a time when un-
employment continues to rise.

So I truly urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this bill as we work
toward increasing our Nation’s pres-
ence as a tourist destination around
the world. I hope, as the week unfolds,
we will have an opportunity to engage
in conversation and discussion and de-
bate about this very important tourism
bill, which will help most States of this
country.

The fact is we want Florida to be a
significant tourism destination. We are
proud of that in our State, but the fact
is that States around the country all
can benefit and do benefit greatly from
foreign tourists visiting our country. It
is a great, green way of promoting jobs
and opportunities in our country and
one I think is long overdue. If we are
going to compete effectively with
countries abroad, we must, in fact, also
be competitive in how we promote and
advertise ourselves to the world.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent to speak for
up to 12 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I am looking for a way to offer an
amendment to the health care bill that
would sentence every Senator who
votes to increase Medicaid eligibility
to 150 percent of the Federal poverty
level to a term of 8 years as Governor
in his or her home State, so they can
have an opportunity to manage the
program, to raise taxes, and to find a
way to pay for that sort of proposal. If
we Senators were to increase Medicaid
in that way, and go home, we would
find first that Medicaid is a terrible
base upon which to build an improved
health care system, because it is filled
with lawsuits. It is filled with Federal
court consent decrees that sometimes
are 20 and 25 years old and take away
from the Governor’s and the legisla-
ture’s authority to make decisions. It
is filled with inefficiency. It is filled
with delays. Governors request waivers
to run their systems, and it may take
a year or more for approval from the
Federal Government for relatively sim-
ple requests. And finally, it is filled
with an intolerable waste of taxpayer
money because of fraud that is docu-
mented by the Government Account-
ability Office. As much as 10 percent of
the entire program—$32 billion a year—
according to the Government Account-
ability Office is lost to fraud. That is
the Medicaid Program.

The second thing a Senator who goes
home to serve as Governor for 8 years
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would find is that increasing coverage
in this way will require much higher
State taxes at a time when most every
State is making a massive cut in serv-
ices, and a few States are nearly bank-
rupt. For example, in my State of Ten-
nessee, if the Kennedy bill were to
pass, which would increase Medicaid
expansion by 150 percent and increase
reimbursement rates to 110 percent of
Medicare, it would require, based on
our estimates, a new State income tax
of about 10 percent to pay for the in-
creased costs just for our State, as well
as perhaps adding another half a tril-
lion dollars or so to the Federal debt.

Finally, if we were to base new cov-
erage for the 58 million people now in
Medicaid, and others who need insur-
ance, upon this government-run Med-
icaid Program these Americans—who
are the people we are talking about in
this debate and who are the ones we
hope will have more of the same kind
of health care the rest of us have—we
would find that a large number of them
would have a hard time finding a doc-
tor. Today 40 percent of doctors al-
ready refuse to provide full service to
Medicaid patients because of the low
reimbursement rates, and if we simply
add more to that Medicaid Program,
these people will have an even harder
time getting served.

There is a better idea. Instead of ex-
panding a failing government health
care program which traps 58 million of
our poorest citizens in that govern-
ment-run program that provides sub-
standard care, the better way to extend
medical care to those low-income
Americans now served by Medicaid is
to give them government tax credits,
or government subsidies, or vouchers,
or money in their pockets they can use
to purchase private health insurance of
their choice. That sort of option for
health care reform is before the Sen-
ate, if it could only be considered. It
has been offered on one end by Senator
COBURN and Senator BURR. It has been
offered at the same time by Senator
GREGG of New Hampshire. It has been
offered in a bipartisan way by Senator
WYDEN and Senator BENNETT who have
offered a proposal that would basically
give these dollars to the people who
need help, let them buy their insur-
ance, and according to the same Con-
gressional Budget Office that said the
Kennedy proposal costs at least 1 tril-
lion more dollars, the CBO has said
that Bennett-Wyden would cost zero
more.

I ask that I am informed when I have
1 minute left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
during the last 6 months, the four
words we have heard most in Wash-
ington are ‘‘more debt” and ‘“Wash-
ington takeover,” and all four words
apply to the health care debate. We
have seen a Washington takeover of
banks, of insurance companies, of stu-
dent loans, of car companies, and now,
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perhaps, of health care. The President
insists on a government-run insurance
option as part of a health care reform
plan which would inevitably lead to a
Washington-run health plan.

Why would it do that? Well, putting
a government-run and subsidized plan
in competition with our private health
insurance plans would be like putting
an elephant in a room with some mice
and saying: OK, guys and gals, com-
pete. I think we know what would hap-
pen. The elephant would win the com-
petition and the elephant would be
your only remaining choice.

As for more debt, the Congressional
Budget Office, in a letter sent to Sen-
ator KENNEDY, estimated that his bill,
which is the only legislation the Sen-
ate Health Committee is considering,
would add another $1 trillion during
the next 10 years in order to cover 16
million uninsured Americans, leaving
30 million uninsured. That is another
$1 trillion over the next 10 years that,
according to yesterday’s Washington
Post, already is nearly three times as
much as was spent in all of World War
II. The Post said the proposed new debt
over the next 10 years, before we get to
the health care bill, is three times as
much as we spent in World War II. The
Congressional Budget Office estimate
didn’t even consider the cost of the
Kennedy bill’s proposals to expand
Medicaid coverage.

So let’s talk about Medicaid. Every
State offers it. It provides health care
in a variety of ways to low-income
Americans who are not eligible for
Medicare. The Federal Government
pays about 60 percent of the costs and
writes most of the rules; the States pay
the rest. Fifty-eight million low-in-
come Americans are trapped in Med-
icaid. It is the only place of any signifi-
cant size where we don’t have competi-
tion in our health care system. Think
of the elephant in the room.

It was my experience as Governor—I
believe it is for most Governors—that
it is not only an administrative mess
with substandard care, the Medicaid
Program, but its costs have spiraled
out of control, threatening the viabil-
ity of public universities and commu-
nity colleges because there is no money
left for the States to support them.

Here is what would happen in Ten-
nessee if the Kennedy bill passed, ac-
cording to the State of Tennessee’s
Medicaid director. Our State costs
would go up $572 million if we increased
coverage to 150 percent of Federal pov-
erty. If the Fed pays for this, the Fed’s
cost would be $1.6 billion—I mean the
Federal budget paying for all of it, be-
cause normally the Federal budget
pays two-thirds, the State one-third. If
the State has to also provide Medicaid
payments to physicians at 110 percent
of Medicare, this would add another
$600 million in costs to the State of
Tennessee. Thus, the proposal of the
combination of the Health and the Fi-
nance Committees’ bills that are being
considered would be 1.2 billion new dol-
lars for Tennessee. If you add the Fed-
eral Government’s increase in costs
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just for the Tennessee program to
which the Tennessee program was ex-
panded, it would be $3.3 billion.

So you can see why the Kennedy bill
has been called so expensive. That is
not all. The Finance Committee has
been discussing turning back to the
States by 2015 these increased costs, al-
though the Finance Committee is talk-
ing about a smaller expansion of cov-
erage. So imagine a Senator going
home to the State of Tennessee—it
won’t be me, because I have already
had the privilege of being Governor—
but say if one went back to be Gov-
ernor of Tennessee, what would one
find if we passed the Kennedy bill as it
is now proposed? We would find a bill
by 2015 of 1.2 billion in today’s dollars,
and where would the Governor get the
money? Well, when one Governor pro-
posed a 4-percent State income tax in
Tennessee in 2004, a 4-percent income
tax would bring in 400 million new dol-
lars. We need $1.2 billion under the
Kennedy bill to pay for the expansion
of Medicaid. So to raise nearly $1.2 bil-
lion, a new State income tax of more
than 10 percent would be needed, if all
other services were held flat, and the
Governor has already said that most
State functions will see a decrease in
funding after the stimulus money goes
away.

This same problem would be true for
all States. The National Governors As-
sociation says if we assume that all in-
dividuals under 150 percent of poverty
are covered and there is no change in
reimbursement rates, the cost to the
States would be $360 billion more over
the next 10 years. If you also increase
the reimbursement rate for physicians
from say 72 percent to 83 percent, the
Governors Association says the new
cost is $600 billion more over 10 years.

Then there is the fraud in the Med-
icaid Program. The Government Ac-
countability Office says 10 percent of it
is fraud—$32 billion a year—about
three-fourths of the amount we spend
on prescription drugs for all seniors.
Then there is the problem of access of
care, with 40 percent of doctors already
not being willing to provide full service
to patients who are on Medicaid. So
why would we expand this government-
run program when it is filled with inef-
ficiencies, delay, and waste, when it
would bankrupt States, when it would
add hundreds of billions of dollars to
the Federal debt, and when it would
provide substandard service when, in-
stead, we could pass the Coburn-Burr
bill, or the Gregg bill, or the Wyden-
Bennett bill and give to the 58 million
low-income Americans who are trapped
in a failing government program the
dollars they need to purchase private
health insurance much like the rest of
us have?

I hope I can find a way to offer an
amendment that would require any
Senator who votes for a 150-percent in-
crease in Medicaid, who says that Med-
icaid expansion will go to 150 percent of
the Federal poverty level, will be sen-
tenced to go home and serve for 8 years
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as Governor of his or her State so they
can find out what it is like to manage
such a program or to raise taxes to pay
for it.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks the letter from Douglas Elmen-
dorf of the Congressional Budget Office
to Senator KENNEDY of June 15 stating
that his bill would add $1 trillion more
over the next 10 years to the debt, and
that doesn’t even include the Medicaid
expansions I have talked about.

I also ask unanimous consent that an
article from the Wall Street Journal of
yesterday talking about State budget
gaps, which shows what dire straits
many States are in be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, June 15, 2009.

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,

Chairman, Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) and the staff of the
Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) have
completed a preliminary analysis of the
major provisions related to health insurance
coverage that are contained in title I of draft
legislation called the Affordable Health
Choices Act, which was released by the Sen-
ate Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions (HELP) on June 9, 2009. Among
other things, that draft legislation would es-
tablish insurance exchanges (called ‘‘gate-
ways’’) through which individuals and fami-
lies could purchase coverage and would pro-
vide federal subsidies to substantially reduce
the cost of that coverage for some enrollees.

The attached table summarizes our pre-
liminary assessment of the proposal’s budg-
etary effects and its likely impact on insur-
ance coverage. According to that assess-
ment, enacting the proposal would result in
a net increase in federal budget deficits of
about $1.0 trillion over the 2010-2019 period.
Once the proposal was fully implemented,
about 39 million individuals would obtain
coverage through the new insurance ex-
changes. At the same time, the number of
people who had coverage through an em-
ployer would decline by about 15 million (or
roughly 10 percent), and coverage from other
sources would fall by about 8 million, so the
net decrease in the number of people unin-
sured would be about 16 million.

It is important to note, however, that
those figures do not represent a formal or
complete cost estimate for the draft legisla-
tion, for reasons outlined below. Moreover,
because expanded eligibility for the Medicaid
program may be added at a later date, those
figures are not likely to represent the im-
pact that more comprehensive proposals—
which might include a significant expansion
of Medicaid or other options for subsidizing
coverage for those with income below 150
percent of the federal poverty level—would
have both on the federal budget and on the
extent of insurance coverage.

KEY PROVISIONS RELATED TO HEALTH
INSURANCE COVERAGE

Subtitles A through D of title I of the Af-
fordable Health Choices Act would seek to
increase the number of legal U.S. residents
who have health insurance. Toward that end,
the federal government would provide grants
to states to establish insurance exchanges
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and—more importantly—would subsidize the
purchase of health insurance through those
exchanges for individuals and families with
income between 150 percent and 500 percent
of the federal poverty level; those subsidies
would represent the greatest single compo-
nent of the proposal’s cost. The proposal
would also impose a financial cost on most
people who do not obtain insurance, the size
of which would be set by the Secretary of the
Treasury.

The draft legislation released by the HELP
Committee also indicates that certain fea-
tures may be added at a later date. Because
they are not reflected in the current draft,
however, CBO and the JCT staff did not take
them into account. In particular, the draft
legislation does not contain provisions that
would change the Medicaid program, al-
though it envisions that the authority to ex-
tend Medicaid coverage will be added during
Senate consideration of the bill. (By itself,
adding such provisions would increase the
proposal’s budgetary costs and would also
yield a larger increase in the number of peo-
ple who have health insurance.) The draft
legislation also indicates that the committee
is considering whether to incorporate other
features, including a ‘‘public health insur-
ance option” and requirements for ‘‘shared
responsibility” by employers. Depending on
their details, such provisions could also have
substantial effects on our analysis. (A sum-
mary of the key provisions that were in-
cluded in this analysis is attached.)

IMPORTANT CAVEATS REGARDING THIS
PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

There are several reasons why the prelimi-
nary analysis that is provided in this letter
and its attachments does not constitute a
comprehensive cost estimate for the Afford-
able Health Choices Act:

First, this analysis focuses exclusively on
the major provisions on health insurance
coverage contained in certain subtitles of
title I of the draft legislation. Although
other provisions in title I, along with provi-
sions in the other five titles of the legisla-
tion, would have significant budgetary ef-
fects, the analysis contained in this letter
and its attachment is limited to the provi-
sions in subtitles A through D regarding
health insurance coverage.

Second, CBO and the JCT staff have not
yet completed modeling all of the proposed
changes related to insurance coverage. For
example, the proposal would allow parents to
cover children as dependents until they are
27 years old, and our analysis has not yet
taken that provision into account. (Other in-
stances are listed in the attachment.) Al-
though this analysis reflects the proposal’s
major provisions, taking all of its provisions
into account could change our assessment of
the proposal’s effects on the budget and in-
surance coverage rates—though probably not
by substantial amounts relative to the net
costs already identified. As our under-
standing of the provisions we have analyzed
improves, that could also affect our future
estimates.

Third, the analysis of the proposal’s effects
on the federal budget and insurance coverage
reflects CBO’s and the JCT staff’s under-
standing of its key features and discussions
with committee staff—but does not represent
a full assessment of the legislative language
that was released by the committee. Al-
though our reading of the draft language has
informed our analysis, we have not had time
to complete a thorough review of that lan-
guage, which could have significant effects
on any subsequent analysis provided by CBO
and the JCT staff.

In particular, the draft legislation includes
a section on ‘‘individual responsibility’’ that
would generally impose a financial cost on
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people who do not obtain insurance—but is
silent about whether people are required to
have such coverage. On the basis of our dis-
cussions with the committee staff, we under-
stand that it was the committee’s intent to
impose a clear requirement for individuals to
have health insurance, and this analysis re-
flects that intent. However, the current draft
is not clear on this point, and if the language
remains ambiguous, that would affect our es-
timate of its impact on federal costs and in-
surance coverage.

Fourth, some effects of the insurance pro-
posals that we have modeled have not yet
been fully captured. For example, we have
not yet estimated the administrative costs
to the federal government of implementing
the proposal or the costs of establishing and
operating the insurance exchanges, nor have
we taken into account the proposal’s effects
on spending for other federal programs.
Those effects could be noticeable but would
not affect the main conclusions of this anal-
ysis.

Fifth, the budgetary information shown in
the attached table reflects many of the
major cash flows that would affect the fed-
eral budget as a result of the proposal and
provides our preliminary assessment of its
net effects on the federal budget deficit.
Some cash flows would appear in the budget
but would net to zero and not affect the def-
icit; CBO has not yet estimated all of those
cash flows.

LIKELY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL

The proposal would have significant effects
on the number of people who are enrolled in
health insurance plans, the sources of that
coverage, and the federal budget.

Effects on Insurance Coverage. Under cur-
rent law, the number of nonelderly residents
(those under age 65) with health insurance
coverage will grow from about 217 million in
2010 to about 228 million in 2019, according to
CBO’s estimates. Over that same period, the
number of nonelderly residents without
health insurance at any given point in time
will grow from approximately 50 million peo-
ple to about 54 million people—constituting
about 19 percent of the nonelderly popu-
lation. Because the Medicare program covers
nearly all legal residents over the age of 65,
our analysis has focused on the effects of
proposals on the nonelderly population.

People obtain insurance coverage from a
variety of sources. Under current law, about
150 million nonelderly people will get their
coverage through an employer in 2010, CBO
estimates. Similarly, another 40 million peo-
ple will be covered through the federal/state
Medicaid program or the Children’s Health
Insurance Program (CHIP). Other nonelderly
people are covered by policies purchased in-
dividually in the ‘‘nongroup’” market, or
they obtain coverage from various other
sources (including Medicare and the health
benefit programs of the Department of De-
fense).

According to the preliminary analysis,
once the proposal was fully implemented, the
number of people who are uninsured would
decline to about 36 million or 37 million, rep-
resenting about 13 percent of the nonelderly
population. (Roughly a third of those would
be unauthorized immigrants or individuals
who are eligible for Medicaid but not en-
rolled in that program.) That decline would
be the net effect of several broad changes,
which can be illustrated by examining the ef-
fects in a specific year. In 2017, for example,
the number of uninsured would fall by about
16 million, relative to current-law projec-
tions. In that year, about 39 million people
would be covered by policies purchased
through the new insurance exchange. At the
same time, about 147 million people would be
covered by an employment-based health
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plan, 15 million fewer than under current
law. Smaller net declines (totaling about 8
million) would occur in coverage under Med-
icaid and CHIP and in nongroup coverage be-
cause of the subsidies offered in the ex-
changes.

Budgetary Impact of Insurance Coverage
Provisions. On a preliminary basis, CBO and
the JCT staff estimate that the major provi-
sions in title I of the Affordable Health
Choices Act affecting health insurance cov-
erage would result in a net increase in fed-
eral deficits of about $1.0 trillion for fiscal
yvears 2010 through 2019. That estimate pri-
marily reflects the subsidies that would be
provided to purchase coverage through the
new insurance exchanges, which would
amount to nearly $1.3 trillion in that period.
The average subsidy per exchange enrollee
(including those who would receive no sub-
sidy) would rise from roughly $5,000 in 2015 to
roughly $6,000 in 2019. The other element of
the proposal that would increase the federal
deficit is a credit for small employers who
offer health insurance, which is estimated to
cost $60 billion over 10 years. Because a given
firm would be allowed take the credit for
only three consecutive years, the pattern of
outlays would vary from year to year.

Those costs would be partly offset by re-
ceipts or savings from three sources: in-
creases in tax revenues stemming from the
decline in employment-based coverage; pay-
ments of penalties by uninsured individuals;
and reductions in outlays for Medicaid and
CHIP (relative to current-law projections).

The proposal would not change the tax
treatment of health insurance premiums.
Nevertheless, the reduction in the number of
people receiving employment-based health
insurance coverage, relative to current-law
projections, would affect the government’s
tax revenues. Because total compensation
costs are determined by market forces, CBO
and the JCT staff estimate that wages and
other forms of compensation would rise by
roughly the amounts of any reductions in
employers’ health insurance costs. Employ-
ers’ payments for health insurance are tax-
preferred, but most of those offsetting
changes in compensation would come in the
form of taxable wages and salaries. As a re-
sult, the shift in compensation brought
about by the proposal would cause tax reve-
nues to rise by $257 billion over 10 years.
(Those figures are generally shown as nega-
tive numbers in the attached table because
increases in revenues reduce the federal
budget deficit.)

The government would also collect the
payments that uninsured individuals would
have to make. CBO and the JCT staff assume
that the annual amount, which would be set
by the Treasury Secretary, would be rel-
atively small (about $100 per person). More-
over, individuals with income below 150 per-
cent of the federal poverty level would not
have to pay that amount. As a result, collec-
tions of those payments would total $2 bil-
lion over 10 years.

Finally, although the proposal would not
change federal laws regarding Medicaid and
CHIP, it would affect outlays for those pro-
grams. CBO assumes that states that had ex-
panded eligibility for Medicaid and CHIP to
people with income above 150 percent of the
federal poverty level would be inclined to re-
verse those policies, because those individ-
uals could instead obtain subsidies through
the insurance exchanges that would be fi-
nanced entirely by the federal government.
Reflecting those reductions in enrollment,
federal outlays for Medicaid and CHIP would
decline by $38 billion over 10 years.

I hope this preliminary analysis is helpful
for the committee’s consideration of the Af-
fordable Health Choices Act. If you have any
questions, please contact me or CBO staff.
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The primary staff contacts for this analysis
are Philip Ellis, who can be reached at (202)

226-2666, and Holly Harvey, who can be
reached at (202) 226-2800.
Sincerely,
DOUGLAS W. ELMENDORF,
Director.
Attachments.

A SUMMARY OF THE KEY PROVISIONS OF THE
HELP COMMITTEE’S PROPOSAL

Congessional Budget Office, June 15, 2009

Most of the proposal’s key provisions
would become operative in a state when that
state establishes an insurance exchange
(called a ‘‘gateway’’) through which its resi-
dents could obtain coverage; such exchanges
might start offering health insurance in
some states in 2012; all exchanges would be
fully operational by 2014.

The proposal is assumed to require most
legal residents to have insurance (though the
draft language is not explicit in this regard).
In general, the government would collect a
payment from uninsured people, but individ-
uals with income below 150 percent of the
federal poverty level (FPL) would be exempt
and the payment would be waived in certain
other cases. The Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) and the staff of the Joint Committee
on Taxation (JCT) assumed that the annual
payment amount, which would be set admin-
istratively, would be relatively small (about
$100 per person).

New health insurance policies sold in the
individual and group insurance markets
would be subject to several requirements re-
garding their availability and pricing. Insur-
ers would be required to issue coverage to all
applicants, and could not limit coverage for
preexisting medical conditions. In addition,
premiums for a given plan could not vary be-
cause of enrollees’ health and could vary by
their age to only a limited degree (under a
system known as adjusted community rat-
ing). Existing policies that are maintained
continuously would be ‘‘grandfathered.”

There would be no change from current law
regarding Medicaid or the Children’s Health
Insurance Program (CHIP).

Insurance policies covering required bene-
fits that are sold through the exchanges
would have actuarial values chosen by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
from specified ranges within three tiers. (A
plan’s actuarial value reflects the share of
costs for covered services that is paid by the
plan.) CBO and the JCT staff assumed that
the chosen actuarial values would be 95 per-
cent (for the highest tier), 85 percent (for the
middle tier), and 76 percent (for the lowest
tier). Plans would be allowed to offer added
coverage or benefits for an extra premium.

The subsidies available through the ex-
changes would be tied to the average of the
three lowest premium bids submitted by in-
surers in each area of the country for each
tier of coverage. For people with income be-
tween 150 percent and 200 percent of the FPL,
the subsidies would apply to that average bid
for the highest-tier plans; for people with in-
come between 200 percent and 300 percent of
the FPL, the subsidies would apply to that
average bid for the middle-tier plans; and for
people with income between 300 percent and
500 percent of the FPL, the subsidies would
apply to that average bid for the lowest-tier
plans.

The subsidies would cap premiums as a
share of income on a sliding scale starting at
1 percent for those with income equal to 150
percent of the FPL, rising to 10 percent of in-
come at 500 percent of the FPL. Those in-
come caps would be indexed to medical price
inflation, so that individuals would (on aver-
age) pay a higher portion of their income for
exchange premiums over time. Individuals
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and families with income below 150 percent
of the FPL would not be eligible for those
subsidies. (The proposal envisions that Med-
icaid would be expanded to cover those indi-
viduals and families but the draft legislation
does not include provisions to accomplish
that goal.)

Subsidies would be delivered by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services via
the insurance exchanges with some provi-
sions for income verification. Subsidy
amounts would be determined using a meas-
ure of income for a previous tax year, imply-
ing that subsidies received for a given year
(for example, in 2013) would be based on in-
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come received two years prior (for example,
in 2011). Individuals might be eligible for
larger subsidies if their income declined sig-
nificantly in the intervening period or if
other extenuating circumstances arose. (The
draft legislation’s provisions regarding
verification of income are unclear, which is
reflected in the analysis.)

The proposal does not include a ‘‘public
plan’ that would be offered in the exchanges,
nor does it contain provisions that would re-
quire employers to offer health insurance
benefits or impose a fee or tax on them if
they did not offer insurance coverage to
their workers.

June 16, 2009

In general, individuals with an offer of em-
ployer-sponsored insurance would not be eli-
gible for exchange subsidies under the pro-
posal. However, employees with an offer
from an employer that was deemed
unaffordable could get those subsidies; be-
cause the exchange subsidies would limit the
share of income that enrollees would have to
pay (as described above), CBO and the JCT
staff assumed that an ‘‘unaffordable’ offer
from an employer would be one that required
the employee to pay a larger share of income
for that plan than he or she would have to
pay for coverage in an exchange.



S6625

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

June 16, 2009

"UOIIEXE ] UO I9T[LUUIOY) JUICT pUe 31140 188pNng |BUOISSSISUOCT 15224N0S

“WIYIP BY) BONPBI SBNUBABL XBY Ul SBSEBIIU| '3 "Uonesusdwiod jgexe) uo 1eduwll 119yl apnjaul saipisqns JaAo|dwia Wwoiy uoiap
3Y1 U0 $103YS BYL P "HIYIP BYL Ul SUOIONPSI B1EDIPUL SIaGUINU SARRSSU PUE ‘1DYBP 24) Ul S95EBJOUT B1BDIPUI SIBGLUNU BAIIISOJ "D "PIEJIPIIA ‘Ul PoJj0JUa 10U Ing
‘104 9jqi81ja v|doad pue syuesSiwiL paziioyIneun sapnpu ajdoad painsuiun Jo JUNOd 3y g SUipUNOJ JO 9SNEI3] S|B10) 0 WS JoU Aew sjuauodwios ‘e iS310N

uolljig §°0$ Uey3 ssa| Jo sBuines/Buipuads 1o ajdoad uoljiw §'0 UeY) SSIT = ,

1OvdiNl L3N

,sa8uey) a8eian0) JO $108)43 anuaABY Xe )

sAejing diHD/piedips N

S[ENPIAIPUY PRINSUILN Ag STUDWIARY

LSe1pisgng Jahojdwiy
saipisgns adueyoxy

{1e3A |B2SY) Ag ‘suejjop 4o suoljjg)
21101430 TVYIA3d 3HL NO S103443

Aj4op|s uoN Jo BlRYS B SE
ajdoad jo Jaquinn

painsujun
$98uByoX3
12Y10/dnoiduopn
Jahojdwg
dIHD/piedipajn

wiloL
paInsuun
B30
dnosduopn
Jphojdwiy

dIHD/piesipaiy

JpRinsuiun Adtjogd-1s0d

(-/+) @8ueyd

. mmm\,m\,ou
MET JUBLIND

{4eah Jepusjes Aq ‘sjdoad jo suofjjiin)
«31d03d ATH3013 NON 40 3DVHIAOD NO S1I33443

(3xa3 23s) jesodoid ayy Jo s3uaWA|D fje J03)§a1 JOU Op Bjge) U} S2INS14 3LON

o'l 681 LLT 991 48T avt o911 8¢ 1¢ L 14
FAT4s 8- St {25744 Oy A Deg- ST Z [4 T
8¢~ 9- 9- 9- 9- L X Z 1~ Z- 1-
- # * * ¥ * * * 0 0 0
09 L 9 9 L L 7 g 8 8 1%
62T L€ €72 60¢ 967 £81 8¥T 99 FAR 0 0
61T0Z-0T0C 6107 8107 LT0T 9107 S10Z Y102 €T0¢C Z10¢ TT0C 010¢
%ET %ET %ET %ET %ET %ET %ST %871 %61 %671
LE LE 9¢ . 9¢ GE 9¢ ‘ (47 |1 TS 15374
LT~ L1~ 91- 91~ 91- ST- 6", £ 1- 1-
ov B¢ 6¢ 8¢ 8¢ 8¢ L1 S 0 0
9- 9- 9- S G- G- Z- 1- * *
ST~ ST- ST- q1- 71~ 1 L- 1- 4 Z
Z- [ae Z- ra €- - 1 * T- T-
782 18¢C 6.7 LLT 9/t vLT m\.m TL2 69¢ £97
vs (39 [ F43 15 Ig 18 15 k13 05
91 ST sT ST St i 1A 1 V1 12
ST VT 1 14! vi €T (4 1 [4) €T
297 791 291 9T 291 191 85T 96T £5T 05t
St St St St 143 113 8€ 6¢ 6€ oy
6107 8107 LT07 910z ST0Z P10¢ .m.mow 107 1102 0107
600Z/51/9

|esododd s3ueinsu| 5,38131UW0Y d13H JO sisAjeuy AJeuiun|aid



56626

The proposal would offer subsidies to small
employers whose workers have low average
wages and who offer health benefits to those
workers. The amount of the subsidy would
vary with the size of the firm (up to a limit
of 50 workers), and firms that contribute
larger amounts toward their workers’ health
insurance would receive larger subsidies. The
credit would be available indefinitely, but
firms would be eligible to take the credit for
only three consecutive years at a time.

KEY PROVISIONS NOT YET TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT

There are several features of the proposal
that CBO and the JCT staff have not yet re-
flected in their budget estimates. The most
significant features of the proposal that have
not yet been estimated would do the fol-
lowing:

Require insurers to offer dependent cov-
erage for children of policyholders who are
less than 27 years of age.

Delegate authority to a Medical Advisory
Council to establish minimum requirements
for covered health benefits and to determine
the level of coverage that individuals would
need to obtain in order to qualify as having
insurance.

Require insurers to maintain a minimum
level of medical claims paid relative to pre-
mium revenues (otherwise known as a ‘“‘med-
ical loss ratio”’), or to repay certain amounts
to policyholders; the HHS Secretary would
have the authority to set the minimum med-
ical loss ratio.

Apply ‘‘risk adjustment’” (a process that
involves shifting payments from plans with
low-risk enrollees to plans with high-risk en-
rollees) to all health insurance policies sold
in the individual and group insurance mar-
kets.

Allow employers to buy health coverage
through the exchanges.

Require health insurance plans partici-
pating in the new exchanges to adopt meas-
ures that are intended to simplify financial
and administrative transactions in the
health sector (such as claims processing).

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 15, 2009]

STATES’ BUDGET GAPS ARE ANOTHER TEST
FOR WASHINGTON

(By Jonathan Weisman)

As the White House eagerly scans the eco-
nomic landscape for signs of recovery, a
looming drought in the form of state budget
deficits could make any ‘‘green shoots’ wilt.

States face a cumulative shortfall of $230
billion from this year through 2011, and there
is little sign in bailout-weary Washington of
any attempt to create yet another aid pro-
gram to solve that problem. But if the fed-
eral government did want to hold that
drought at bay, it has options: passing an-
other stimulus plan; assisting states in the
bond market; assuming a greater share of
Medicaid payments. If the recovery stalls a
few months from now, those may suddenly
become central to the rescue efforts.

While discouraging talk right now of any
federal response to state budget woes, the
Obama administration is anxiously eyeing
state efforts to close persistent budget gaps.
So far, 42 U.S. states have slashed enacted
budgets to cope with rising demand for serv-
ices and plunging revenue, according to the
National Governors Association. About half
have also raised taxes.

Those policies run counter to Washington’s
efforts to prime the economic pump, with a
$787 billion stimulus plan, plus hundreds of
billions of dollars more in new lending,
mortgage relief and other efforts. About $246
billion of the stimulus funds are already
going to the states, to offset rising Medicaid
costs, stave off education cuts and help with
infrastructure problems. Friday, the Treas-
ury made $25 billion in bond authority avail-
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able for state and local governments under
the Recovery Zone Bonds program, a little-
known piece of the massive stimulus law.

But all that money will start drifting away
next year, when the administration hopes a
recovery will be taking hold. And that is ex-
actly when states anticipate their fiscal
problems could be even worse. 'The states
have so few options to respond,” said Nick
Johnson, director of the state fiscal project
at the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities, a liberal think tank. ‘“‘Drawing down
reserve funds, various accounting gim-
micks—those options are either gone or
won’t do enough. The remaining options
threaten to slow the recovery.”

If Washington were inclined to help, the
easiest approach would be a second stimulus
bill pouring more money directly into state
coffers. But with a federal budget deficit ap-
proaching $2 trillion, there is little chance of
that.

So creativity is in order.

House Financial Services Committee
Chairman Barney Frank has been searching
for low-cost ways to step in. His staff has
looked into a raft of measures to loosen
state borrowing and lower the interest rates
state governments must offer on their bonds.
The Massachusetts Democrat would like to
create a reinsurance fund, financed through
premiums paid by bond sellers, which would
offer bond purchasers additional assurance
that their money is safe.

Legislation also could mandate that rat-
ings companies such as Standard & Poor’s
would have to use the same criteria to rate
state bonds as are used to rate corporate
bonds—a requirement that doesn’t exist now,
sometimes to the disadvantage of states.
"Where there’s the full faith in credit behind
these municipal bonds, where the full taxing
power of a state or city is behind them, they
never default,” Mr. Frank said, yet the
bonds are ‘‘treated as if they’re risky.”

In the short run, the Treasury or Federal
Reserve could use existing programs estab-
lished to prop up consumer borrowing to un-
derwrite state bond offerings, he said. That
would bring more lenders into the state bond
market and lower interest costs for cash-
strapped states.

President Barack Obama suggested in a re-
cent C-SPAN interview that some kind of
clever bond-market moves may be in the
works. ‘“We are talking to state treasurers
across the country, including California, to
figure out are there some creative ways that
we can just help them get through some of
these difficult times,”’ he said.

But crafting the right balance would be
tough.

Treasury officials have told California
state legislators that the U.S. is monitoring
the situation but isn’t keen to provide as-
sistance, according to people familiar with
the matter ‘“‘It’s hard to help just one state,”
says a government official. On the other
hand, there is worry about setting up a broad
short-term assistance program that some
fret could turn into a permanent federal sub-
sidy.

The move to bail out California—or any
other state—is made harder by the current
political climate, particularly opposition
from home-state Republicans on Capitol
Hill.

Rep. John Campbell, one of four California
Republicans on Mr. Frank’s committee, said
a federal intervention would only halt state
efforts to come to terms with budgets and
could create incentives to spend even more.
“The states are kind of on their own because
the bullets are out of the federal gun,” he
said, ‘‘not because they couldn’t print some
more money but because I hope there’s a rec-
ognition that printing and borrowing more
money is going to have extremely negative
consequences.’”’
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In response, Mr. Frank shrugs: ‘“How am I
going to get representatives from Pennsyl-
vania and New York to send money to Cali-
fornia if Republicans from California are
fighting it?”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

———————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 15 minutes from
now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I de-
cided to come to the floor to talk about
a couple of things. One is health care
reform and the other is the stimulus
package.

We are seeing attacks from the party
of no, the Republican Party, every day
on this floor, and I believe the purpose
is to derail health care reform. I think
it is perfectly legitimate to debate how
we do it, but I think when everything
is stripped away, you are going to see
the Republicans as the party of the sta-
tus quo.

In relation to health care reform, the
status quo has to go, because it is hurt-
ing our people. I will put a couple of
facts out there that are irrefutable;
they are just facts. The fact is, if we
don’t act, soaring health care costs are
unsustainable for our families. In this
great Nation, we pay twice as much as
any other nation for our health care.
The fact is we must turn this around.
As the wording is now, we must ‘“‘bend
that cost curve,” because we cannot
sustain the situation as it is. It is hurt-
ing our families. Premium rises are un-
believable. We all know it in our own
circumstances. And we know the unin-
sured keep growing. Why? Because
they cannot afford the premiums or
maybe companies won’t take them be-
cause they may have had high blood
pressure or something, and they don’t
get the coverage they need. So they
don’t avail themselves of prevention.

We have too much obesity in this
country among our kids and adults. We
know that prevention in and of itself
could bend that cost curve. If someone
understands nutrition and diet, and
they get help in making sure they
change their lifestyle or that their kids
don’t eat sugar and fattening foods all
the time, it has an enormous impact on
what happens to them when they get
older. Diabetes is a major problem. We
can turn that around, along with the
heart risks that go with it later on, and
the stroke risks that go with high
blood pressure. These things can be
controlled.

We took a first step in prevention
when we passed the bill on smoking
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which, for the first time, will give the
FDA the ability to regulate cigarettes
and keep these products away from our
kids, who are lured into smoking. You
know how it is, because I am sure ev-
erybody knows someone who has this
addiction, how very difficult it is—
those folks who want to quit have such
a hard time. Clearly, if we have preven-
tion as the name of the game, we are
going to see a decrease in costs, we are
going to see healthier families, and we
should see lower premiums.

The question is: If we do nothing, can
we sustain what happened? If we do so,
it ought to stress prevention and also
make sure that the insurance compa-
nies are kept honest. How do you do
that? It seems to me you want to make
sure we have some Kkind of plan out
there that has to live by the same rules
as the private sector, be it a coopera-
tive, a public plan, but it should live by
the same rules so we can test and judge
whether our people are getting ripped
off when they get these huge increases
in their premiums. We also need a plan
that covers the uninsured, however we
deal with it, because there is no ques-
tion about it that when people are un-
insured, they are still going to get the
health care they need. No doctor is
going to turn them away when they
show up in the emergency room with a
stroke or heart condition that probably
has not been looked at for a long time.
The signs of a stroke you can find
through blood pressure taking. If they
haven’t done that, when they show up
there, who pays for it? The fact is,
those costs come right back home to
us. Somebody has to pay for it. That is
reflected in the premium.

So here is the point. I don’t think it
is that complicated. If you stress pre-
vention, and if you have a plan out
there—a nonprofit plan—that can keep
the insurance companies honest and
make sure they are not overcharging
us, and if you cover the uninsured, I
think those are the principles I am
looking for. I don’t think it is that
complicated. But we hear our col-
leagues on the Republican side come
out to the floor day in and day out
bashing public plans.

Let the Republicans introduce a bill
to repeal Medicare. That is a public
plan. Our seniors love it. The Repub-
licans fought it in the 1960s. The Demo-
crats passed it under Lyndon Johnson.
Why don’t they come here and say they
want to repeal Medicare?

Another public plan is veterans’
health care. It is a government plan.
Why don’t they come here and put for-
ward a proposal to completely do away
with veterans’ health care? I will tell
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you, the veterans in this country will
rise up—the Republican veterans, the
Democratic veterans, the Independent
veterans, the old and young veterans.
Why don’t they do that, instead of
coming here and saying public plans
are bad?

How about SCHIP, the public plan
that allows our children to be covered,
our poor kids? Why don’t they come
here and say our children should not be
covered and let’s repeal it?

How about our military? They get
free health care through the public do-
main. Should we now cancel that and
contract it out?

Look, I am for a robust debate. I am
for a bipartisan bill. I want to work to-
ward that. But let me tell you this: If
we don’t get 60 votes for something, we
cannot quit around here. We cannot
allow a terrible crisis toward the end of
life bankrupt our families. More than
half of our families who file bank-
ruptcy do it because of a crisis in their
health. We cannot afford that. The fact
is that we are on the verge of being
able to do something but not if the
party of no comes here every day and
bashes every idea and starts fright-
ening the American people. They will
have their chance, but I hope we won’t
stop. We will have to figure out a way
to do it with a majority vote. That is
my feeling. This is too important an
issue. Our families cannot take it.
They cannot take a circumstance
where they are now already paying a
third of their money for their mort-
gage. Are they going to pay another
third, or half, for health care? What is
left over to live a life and support their
kids?

Come on, get over it, party of no.
Come to the table and work with us.
Don’t bash every idea President Obama
lays down on the table. He is the Presi-
dent. Give him a chance to move this
forward.

THE STIMULUS PROGRAM

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President,
speaking of bashing things, my last
commentary until we vote is this:

Senator COBURN has put out a report
in which he bashes the stimulus pro-
gram. I think it is very important for
the American people to understand a
few things. One, a couple of his exam-
ples are right on target, and we always
expect there will be a couple of things
that would happen that were wrong.
The administration is aware of that.
We tried to get on top of it and stop it.
But we lost over a trillion dollars from
our economy and we put in this stim-
ulus package—about $787 billion—so we
can make sure that this great recession
doesn’t turn into a great depression.

STATE: CALIFORNIA
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That is why we have I think 30 inspec-
tors general overseeing this program.

Despite that, I understand Senator
COBURN. He was never for the stimulus.
He said let the American people work
their way through it, that government
should stay out. That is fair. Now he is
bashing the stimulus program. All of
the work he has done thus far has iden-
tified .7 percent—not even 1 percent—
that was a problem. Some of those are
way off base. I want to talk about some
of them in California that he has high-
lighted and has bashed:

First, $200,000 to place restrooms at a
Black Butte Lake, California park. Ex-
cuse me. Maybe there is something
wrong with me, but I think having a
clean restroom in a State park that is
safe and available is quite important.
But he says that is ridiculous. It cre-
ates jobs to build that, and it is an im-
portant hygienic issue that I think
needs to be addressed.

He talked also about a State park.
This is near and dear to my heart. It is
$620,000 to build a State park for our
children in Long Beach, CA. I don’t
know about Mr. COBURN in Oklahoma—
they have fewer people there, true. I
have a State of 37 million people. We
have a lot of kids. We have a lot of kids
who get in trouble after school and who
drop out of school. We have a problem.
They love to skateboard. As a matter
of fact, we had a former gang in Oak-
land come forward and actually con-
struct it themselves. Building a State
park for our kids is not a boondoggle.
It is a safe place for them to go, and
you create jobs when you do it.

We are installing energy efficient
runway guidance lights at the San
Diego Airport. Yes, energy efficient
lighting saves money. As a matter of
fact, this thing has a payback. It cost
$6 million. It has a payback of 2 to 5
years. When you put in efficient light-
ing, there is a payback. It uses less
electricity and it lowers the cost. But,
no, Senator COBURN bashes that. Those
are some examples of what he is bash-
ing just in my State.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a document enti-
tled ‘“Funding Notification By Pro-
gram’’ for my State of California.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FUNDING NOTIFICATIONS BY PROGRAM

The table below presents breakdown of
total dollars allocated to a state by program.
Programs are identified by the Catalog of
Federal Domestic Assistance (CFDA) number
and the program title provided in the agency
report.

CFDA number

Program

Allocated

84.394
93.778
84.391
84.389
14.258

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
IDEA Part B Grants to States
Title | Grants to Local Educational Agencies
Tax Credit Assist

$5,960,267,431

1,991,907,534

1,226,944,052

1,128,225,993

Program

325,877,114

14317
66.458
81.041
17.260

Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program Special Allocations
Clean Water SRF
State Energy Program (A)
WIA Dislocated Workers

305,037,547

280,285,800
226,093,000

221,906,888
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CFDA number Program Allocated
14.257 H Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program 189,086,299
17.259 WIA Youth Activities 186,622,034
81.042 Weatherization Assistance for Low-Income Persons (A) 185,811,061
66.468 Drinking Water SRF 159,008,000
16.803 Office of Justiﬁ:e IPrograms (0JP) Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Formula Program—nhttp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/ 135,641,945
recoveryact.html.
14.885 Public Housing Capital fund Stimulus (Formula) 117,918,838
14.253 CDBG Entitlement Grants 112,675,396
16.804 Office of Justiﬁ:e IPrograms (0JP) Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Formula Program—nhttp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/ 89,712,677
recoveryact.html.
17.258 WIA Adult Program 80,117,954
84.386 Educational Technology State Grants 70,805,622
93.703 Health Center Integrated Services D t Initiative 63,688,867
84.126 Vocational Rehabilitation State Grants 56,470,213
84.393 IDEA Part C Grants for Infants and Families 53,233,307
17.207 E Service/W. Peyser Funded Activities 46,970,564
84.392 IDEA Part B Preschool Grants 41,028,219
84.033 Federal Work Study 20,657,189
93.659 Adoption Assist 19,904,604
66.805 LUST Trust Fund Program 15,577,000
14.882 Native American Housing Block Grants (Formula) 15,033,342
14.907 Lead-based Paint Hazard Control in Privately-Owned Housing 14,999,190
93.658 Foster Care—Title IV—E 13,888,000
16.588 Office on Viholerlme Against Women (OVW) Recovery Act STOP Violence Against Women Formula Grant Program—http://www.ovw.usdoj.gov/BJA/ 13,298,809
recovery.html.
10.579 Child Nutrition Discretionary Grants Limited Availability 12,864,683
10.569 The Emergency Food Assistance Program (Food Commodities) 12,411,681
10.561 State Administrative Matching Grants for Suppl | Nutrition Assistance 10,795,187
14.255 CDBG State’s Program and Non-Entitlement Grants in Hawaii 10,652,033
16.802 Office of Justl(;]e Plrograms (OP) OVC FY09 VOCA Victim Compensation Formula Grant Program (Compensation)—http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/ 8,110,055
recoveryact.htm
93.707 ARRA—Aging Congregate Nutrition Servmes for States 6,585,441
17.235 Senior C ity Service Empl t Program 4,293,139
16.800 Office of Justice Programs (0JP) Internet Crimes Against Children Task Force Program—http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/recoveryact.html ............. 4,233,003
84.399 Services for Older Individuals who are Blind 3,707,078
93.705 ARRA—Aging Home-Delivered Nutrition Services for States 3,242,063
10.568 The Emergency Food Assistance Program (Administrative Costs) 3,110,696
16.801 Office of Justiﬁe Fl’rograms (0JP) OVC FY09 VOCA Victim Compensation Formula Grant Program (Assistance)—nhttp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/ 2,931,000
recoveryact.html.
66.454 Water Quality Planning (604b) 2,830,700
14.908 Healthy Homes Demonstration Grants 2,624,992
66.040 State Clean Diesel Grant Program 1,730,000
84.398 dent Living State Grants 1,623,087
84.401 Impact Aid Construction 1,428,766
17.265 Native American Employment and Training $236,970
Total $13,462,105,063

Mrs. BOXER. If you go through this,
you will see in the largest State of the
Union, which is suffering with an 11.2
percent unemployment rate, projects
that are putting people to work today
and doing good things. There is a med-
ical assistance program; a clean water
State revolving fund grant; a State en-
ergy program, which is putting people
to work; weatherization assistance for
low income; working with the youth;
and it goes on and on. There are safe
drinking water grants, a law enforce-
ment grant, educational technology
grant, adoption assistance grant, and a
foster care grant.

Why is my colleague not coming
down here and saying he did find less
than 1 percent of a problem, but these
other things are good, and these other
things are putting people to work and
they are saving our children, saving
our environment, and saving energy?

It is the party of no. No, no, no, a
thousand times no. The American peo-
ple understand that we on this side of
the aisle, and our President, in reach-
ing across the aisle, are going to con-
tinue to work for change. Change
means getting out of this mess we are
in right now—this deep recession. We
are going to continue to do it. They are
going to say no, no, a thousand times
no. We will work with them when they
want to work with us. If they don’t, we
have to figure out a way to bring the
change and jobs to America, the energy
efficiency to America, and all that is
good that the American people deserve.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be closed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Morning
business is closed.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the hour for debate prior to
the cloture vote on the motion to pro-
ceed to S. 1023 be yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield the floor.

———

TRAVEL PROMOTION ACT OF 2009—
MOTION TO PROCEED—Resumed

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, pursuant to rule XXII,
the Chair lays before the Senate the
pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
proceed to Calendar No. 71, S. 1023, the Trav-
el Promotion Act of 2009.

Byron L. Dorgan, Tom Udall, Patrick J.
Leahy, Barbara Boxer, Kay R. Hagan,
Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Robert P. Casey, Jr.,
Roland W. Burris, Benjamin L. Cardin, Bill
Nelson, John D. Rockefeller, IV, Daniel K.

Inouye, Blanche L. Lincoln, Ron Wyden, Ber-
nard Sanders, Sheldon Whitehouse, Ben Nel-
son.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call is waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 1023, the Travel Pro-
motion Act of 2009, shall be brought to
a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule. The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), and the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. ENSIGN) and the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote.

The yeas and nays resulted— yeas 90,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Akaka Bingaman Cardin
Alexander Bond Carper
Barrasso Boxer Casey
Baucus Brown Chambliss
Bayh Brownback Cochran
Begich Burr Collins
Bennet Burris Conrad
Bennett Cantwell Corker
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Cornyn Kohl Reid
Crapo Kyl Risch
Dodd Landrieu Roberts
Dorgan Lautenberg Sanders
Enzi Leahy Schumer
Feingold Levin Sessions
Feinstein Lieberman Shaheen
Gillibrand Lincoln Shelby
Graham Lugar Snowe
Grassley Martinez Specter
Hagan McCain Stabenow
Harkin McCaskill Tester
Hatch McConnell Thune
Hutchison Menendez Udall (CO)
Inhofe Merkley Udall (NM)
Inouye Mikulski Vitter
Isakson Murkowski Voinovich
Johanns Murray Warner
Johnson Nelson (NE) Webb
Kaufman Nelson (FL) Whitehouse
Kerry Pryor Wicker
Klobuchar Reed Wyden
NAYS—3
Bunning Coburn DeMint
NOT VOTING—6
Byrd Ensign Kennedy
Durbin Gregg Rockefeller

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 90, the nays are 3.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that any recess
time or morning business time count
postcloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
during these tough economic times,
American families expect and deserve
that we will do everything we can to
get the economy moving again. Of
course, that involves investing in our
country, investing in our infrastruc-
ture. It involves getting our financial
system in order. It involves getting
credit moving again. But we should not
forget that one out of eight Americans
is employed in the travel industry.

I chair the subcommittee of Com-
merce, that deals with tourism issues,
and I cosponsored the bipartisan legis-
lation to bring new visitors and new
spending and new jobs to the United
States. I thank Senator BYRON DORGAN
for his leadership and hard work on
this bill, and I also thank Senator EN-
SIGN for his leadership.

I spoke last week, when we first
started talking about this bill, about
the importance of the tourism and
travel industry to our economy. Tour-
ism creates good jobs that cannot be
outsourced. It increases sales for local
businesses, and it brings in tax revenue
for local and State economies.

As I said, one out of every eight
Americans is employed by our travel
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economy. Each year, travel and tour-
ism contribute approximately $1.3 tril-
lion to the American economy. The
travel economy contributes $115 billion
in tax revenues to State, local, and
Federal Governments, and last year
travel and tourism exports—which
means the people coming into the U.S.
to enjoy our beautiful country—ac-
counted for 8 percent of all U.S. ex-
ports. In fact, tourism is one of the few
economic sectors where we enjoy a sub-
stantial trade surplus.

But things are not going as well as
they could or they should, especially
when it comes to bringing inter-
national travel to the United States. I
know you know that, Madam Presi-
dent, coming from the State of New
York. I see the Senator from Michigan.
I have seen their recent ad campaign
on ‘“Enjoying Pure Michigan.” But we
need to bring more people to this coun-
try.

What does this mean? What is the
problem? As you can see, while more
people around the world are traveling—
there were 48 million more global over-
seas travelers in 2008 than there were
in 2000—633,000 fewer visited the United
States. That is unfortunate. You can
see more people around the world are
traveling, but fewer are coming to our
country. What does that really mean?

Since 2000, the U.S. share of the
world travel market has decreased by
nearly 20 percent, costing us hundreds
of thousands of jobs and billions of dol-
lars in revenue. You can see what hap-
pened here in our country. This chart
is in millions of dollars—$26 million
brought in in 2000, only $25.3 million in
2008; while for the rest of the world,
$124 million for the rest of the world in
2000—up to $173 million in 2008.

When a traveler decides to visit an-
other country, to visit someplace be-
sides the United States, there is a rip-
ple effect across our economy. Fewer
airline tickets are sold, fewer cars are
rented, hotels and lodges rent fewer
rooms, tourist attractions have fewer
visitors, local businesses miss out on
sales and opportunities, workers lose
their jobs, and it goes on and on.

The decline in international travel,
combined with the current economic
downturn, is hitting our country’s
travel industry hard. Last year, nearly
200,000 travel-related jobs were lost,
and the Commerce Department pre-
dicts we will lose another 247,00 jobs
this year. We are not talking about the
CEOs of the airline companies. These
are hard-working Americans—the peo-
ple who work in the hotel rooms, the
cooks, the janitors, the shop workers,
the people who own little flower stores
next to the hotels. They are the ones
making the beds. They are the ones
making the meals. These are the people
we should think about when we talk
about the bill before the Senate today.

The question before us today is how
can we bring international visitors to
the TUnited States because—do you
know how much they each spend when
they come? Something like $4,500 when
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they come to our country. That is
$4,500 that provides jobs for those jani-
tors and maids and shop owners.

We have just as much, if not more, to
offer travelers than anyplace else. We
have stunning mnational landmarks,
such as the Grand Canyon—and the
Statue of Liberty in your home State
of New York, Madam President—cen-
ters of fun and entertainment from Las
Vegas to Disney World, scenic country
towns and the bright lights of the big
cities and those quiet moments in
those little towns in my home State of
Minnesota. But we need to do a better
job of promoting the United States as a
premier travel destination. We have to
face it. We are in a competition for
international travelers, but we are not
competing.

Look at what is going on around the
world when it comes to tourism. Here
are some examples: Yemen has their
own tourism promotion for their coun-
try. Of course, the Bahamas—I think
many of us have seen those on TV. I
certainly have. You see Tourism Aus-
tralia. I have seen a few of those ads.
South  Africa, Taiwan, Scotland,
India—these countries are promoting
themselves internationally to bring in
other visitors.

What do we have right now in our
country? We do not have a centralized
promotion of our country for tourism.
Countries around the world make tour-
ism a national priority because they
see it brings jobs to their country.
They spend millions of dollars on pro-
motion and programs and senior offi-
cials to coordinate national tourism
policy. For example, Vietnam, Egypt,
New Zealand, Lebanon, and Jamaica
have ministries of tourism. Germany
has a National Tourist Board, and Aus-
tralia has a ‘“‘“Tourism Australia’’ pro-
gram. In 2005, Greece spent more than
$150 million on travel promotion;
France spent $63 million. That is what
we are up against.

The Travel Promotion Act would
level the playing field so we can com-
pete with the rest of the world and re-
capture that lost market share. It will
create the Corporation for Travel Pro-
motion, a public-private partnership to
promote the United States as an inter-
national travel destination and finally
establish a coordinated national travel
program.

Under the direction of a board of di-
rectors made up of representatives
from the States, the Federal Govern-
ment, and the travel industry, the cor-
poration would be in charge of a na-
tional travel promotion, a program
with goals to encourage travel to the
United States, to communicate our
country’s travel policies, and to pro-
mote international exposure for parts
of America that do not have the re-
sources to promote themselves.

As I mentioned earlier, our loss in
the share of the world travel market is
not a new phenomenon. It actually
started after September 11, where, for
good reasons, security measures were
put into place, but some of those good
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reasons have turned into very difficult
times for tourists to come over, and
that is what needs to be fixed. That is
why part of this bill would make it
easier for tourists to get their visas,
make it easier for them to visit the
country. A lot of times it is just expe-
diting the checks that need to be made,
making sure they can get their visas,
just as they can get one to go to Can-
ada or Mexico or other countries.

The bill will establish the Office of
Travel Promotion in the Department of
Commerce to work with the Corpora-
tion for Travel Promotion and secre-
taries of state and homeland security
to make sure that international visi-
tors are processed efficiently.

America is a country that wraps its
arms around those who come to visit
us, and this bill will make sure inter-
national visitors know they are wel-
come and wanted. The Travel Pro-
motion Act is about more than just en-
couraging travel. It is also about build-
ing our economy. This bill is expected
to bring in 1.6 million new inter-
national visitors each year. Since
international visitors, as I noted, spend
an average of $4,5600 per person while
they are here, this is a huge boost to
our economy. That money from over-
seas coming into our economy, into our
towns and cities, into our small busi-
nesses is new money. If they are not
going to come and spend it here, they
are going to go to one of these coun-
tries—to the Bahamas, South Africa,
Australia. That is new money coming
into our country.

The U.S. Travel Association esti-
mates this bill will create 40,000 new
jobs, and economists at Oxford Eco-
nomics expect the bill to generate $4
billion in new spending and $321 million
in new tax revenue.

Just as important as how much it
will generate is how much it will cost,
which is zero for American taxpayers.
This bill comes at no cost to the tax-
payer. It will be paid for by a combina-
tion of private sector contributions and
a $10 fee on international travelers en-
tering the United States of America—
zero cost, big benefit.

The Congressional Budget Office just
released a report that estimates that
this bill will reduce budget deficits by
$425 million over the next 10 years—
that is the bill pending before this body
today. The math is undeniable. For no
cost to the taxpayer, we can boost
travel, boost the economy, and reduce
the deficit. That is why this bill has
such strong bipartisan support in the
Senate. It also has the support of nu-
merous organizations such as the U.S.
Travel Association, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, and the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce.

It has many newspaper endorse-
ments. As you can see, newspapers in
every part of the country support this
legislation. I will read just a few. The
Sacramento Bee:

The country needs to reclaim its status as
a global magnet for visitors, even in the post
9/11 climate, and Congress can help by pass-
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ing the Travel Promotion Act by the end of
this year.

Dallas Morning News, September 6:

The Travel Promotion act is a sensible
first step toward putting the welcome mat
back on America’s doorstep.

Orlando Sentinel:

Our position, charging international trav-
elers $10 to pay for promotion of travel to
bring in all that money makes sense.

Detroit Free Press, September 25,
2008:

Doesn’t it make sense to encourage, at no
cost to taxpayers, foreign visitors to come
here and leave some money? There’s no good
reason not to pass this bill.

Finally, I leave the best to last, Du-
luth News Tribune, Duluth, MN, May
18, 2009:

Ideas to bolster economic recovery without
plunging the nation any deeper into debt
would be welcomed by taxpayers from coast
to coast.

I know firsthand how important
tourism is for the city of Duluth. It has
had some very difficult economic times
in the seventies and eighties. At one
point it was so bad there was a time
there was a billboard that someone put
outside Duluth that said, ‘“The last one
to leave, please turn off the lights.”

That is what they were dealing with.
They bolstered their economy through
tourism.

I was just up there. I did a field hear-
ing there and they have actually seen
an increase in their convention and
business travel this year. Maybe a few
people are going to places such as Du-
luth. Businesses are cutting back a lit-
tle. But the important part of this is
that you have one town just like so
many across the country that has bene-
fited from tourism.

This is what we are talking about
across the country. I wonder why we
didn’t pass this earlier, why we haven’t
been able to get this through. I can’t
answer this question. It makes no
sense to me. Sometimes people don’t
want to talk about tourism because
they don’t think it is important, but
when one out of eight Americans is em-
ployed in this business it is important.

I urge my colleagues to support it. I
hope we can get it through intact. I
hope we will have a minimum number
of amendments and we can simply do
something good in a bipartisan way
that will help increase jobs in America
where one out of eight people is em-
ployed.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
RECESS

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask that the
Senate recess until 2:15, as under the
previous order.
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Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:28 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore.

TRAVEL PROMOTION ACT OF 2009—
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, just
prior to lunch, we had a vote on a clo-
ture motion. The vote was 90 to 3. It
was not some significant piece of pub-
lic policy that will shake the Earth, it
was a vote on the question of whether
we could actually proceed to something
called the Travel Promotion Act.

For those who do not know how the
Senate works, you have to have a mo-
tion to proceed. Normally, a motion to
proceed to a bill such as this would be
done by unanimous consent and take
just a nanosecond, no problem, a mo-
tion to proceed approved, proceed then
to the bill, have a debate on the bill,
and then vote on the bill.

But this is something called the
Travel Promotion Act, which I will de-
scribe. It is bipartisan. I have offered it
along with Senator JOHN ENSIGN, a Re-
publican from Nevada. The two of us,
along with many other cosponsors, Re-
publicans and Democrats in the Sen-
ate, believe this is an important piece
of legislation for the Senate and for the
Congress to pass. Despite that, we had
to have a vote this morning on the mo-
tion to proceed: Shall we proceed to
this? A cloture motion had to be filed.
It took 2 days to ripen, and then we
had a vote. It was 90 to 3. The answer
was yes by 90 to 3. And now we have 30
hours postcloture that we have to wait
until we can get to the bill. And then
have another cloture motion filed. It is
the most unbelievable, Byzantine ex-
ample of how this place has sort of fall-
en off the rails—requiring cloture mo-
tions to be filed on things that then get
a 90-to-3 vote, and then there is a re-
quirement that we have to spend the
next 30 hours waiting until we can ac-
tually get to the bill. Unbelievable. But
it is an example of what has happened
here. And the minority is requiring
this of every single piece of legislation.
It is a way to require the Senate to
walk through wet cement and make al-
most no progress at all. I guess when
you get nothing done and then you are
able to boast that nothing has hap-
pened, maybe some people feel good. It
does not make me feel very good.

But having complained about it, now
let me at least describe what this bill
is. We will get to the bill this week. It
will have taken a difficult route to get
there. Judging by the 90-to-3 vote, I as-
sume ultimately, when the Senate
passes this legislation, we will have
very strong support because it is a bi-
partisan piece of legislation.

I am told Senator ENSIGN has had to
leave today as a result of a family mat-
ter. I think Senator MARTINEZ will be
coming to the floor, who is also a co-
sponsor of this legislation. I appreciate
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very much working with Senator EN-
SIGN and Senator MARTINEZ; on this
side, Senator REID, the majority lead-
er, a strong cosponsor, and so many
others as well.

Let me describe what this issue is.
The fact is, there is an effort to attract
international tourism around this
world. Why is that the case? Because
international tourists; that is, people
who visit other countries, spend a lot
of money and create a lot of jobs. They
support airlines, support hotels, sup-
port recreation facilities and theme
parks. Plus, they have a chance to un-
derstand a little about that country be-
fore they go back home. So many coun-
tries around the world are very ac-
tively engaged in saying: Come to our
country. They have very aggressive,
very sophisticated promotion cam-
paigns saying: Come to our country.
We do not, but they do.

Here is an example of India: One spe-
cial reason to visit India in 2009. Any-
time is a good time to visit the land of
Taj. But there is no time like now. In-
credible India.

Well, India is very interested, very
promotional, saying: Come to India.

But it is not just India. Here is Ire-
land, big promotional campaign: Go
where Ireland takes you.

A Dbeautiful photograph of the maj-
esty of Ireland.

An example of Australia: Looking for
an experience to remember? Arrived.
Departed. An adventure we will never
forget. Go find yourself in Australia.

All over the world we have cam-
paigns now, very aggressive campaigns,
saying: Come to Italy. Vacation in
Italy. Come to Great Britain. Come to
Spain. See the wonders of Spain.

Why are countries doing that? Well,
it is interesting. The average inter-
national traveler spends about $4,500 on
an overseas trip. When they go to a
country, they spend money. This cre-
ates jobs. So countries are aware of
that, and they are very active in trying
to encourage travelers to come to their
country. Not so with our country so
much since 9/11/2001. In fact, it is inter-
esting that in 2008 we had 633,000 fewer
people come to this country from over-
seas than we had in 2000. Let me say
that again. In 2008, 633,000 fewer people
from overseas came to visit our coun-
try than in the year 2000. In fact, here
is an example of what is happening
around the world: visitors to the
United States—this is 2000 to 2008—a 3-
percent decrease; visitors to other
countries in international travel, a 40-
percent increase. The fact is that we
are losing ground and losing shares of
the international travelers’ tourism
dollars and the ability also to explain
to them a bit, by having them see this
country, what America is all about.

Well, why is that happening? Head-
lines like this post-9/11/2001. We are
very concerned about people coming
into this country, and we tightened the
visa requirements so that there were
long lines and very long waits in order
to try to come to this country. Here
are some of the headlines:
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Sydney Morning Herald: ‘“‘Coming to
America is not easy.”

The Guardian: ‘‘America—more has-
sle than it’s worth?”’

The Sunday Times in London: ‘‘Trav-
el to America? No thanks.”

Look, the fact is, we want to change
that.

This legislation is bipartisan. A
group of us Republicans and Democrats
who want to create jobs in this country
and want to attract international tour-
ism to this country want to change
this perception that somehow inter-
national travelers are not welcome
here.

So here is what we believe. We be-
lieve that to have people come to this
country is to see its wonders. It is the
only one like it on the face of this
planet. It is an extraordinary place.
There is so much to see and so much to
do. And when we have done polling, and
so on, when international travelers
leave this country, they have an unbe-
lievably positive impression of the
United States of America, and that is
very important. At a time when there
has been so much discussion about our
country going it alone and doing this
or that, we have suffered some in inter-
national areas. But the fact is, inviting
international tourism to our country is
job creating, it produces a boost to our
economy, but it also allows people to
come here and understand what this
country is about and inevitably leave
with a great impression.

Here is what we do with this piece of
legislation. We set up a nationally co-
ordinated travel promotion program. I
might say that if somebody says: Well,
you are going to set up something new,
well, you know what, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has a score for
this. They have to decide what every-
thing costs or what the consequences
of everything will be.

This is one of the few pieces of legis-
lation to be brought to the floor of the
Senate that the Congressional Budget
Office estimates would actually reduce
the budget deficit by half a trillion dol-
lars over the next 10 years. Let me say
that again. This is one of the few pieces
of legislation you are going to get a
chance to vote on that reduces the Fed-
eral budget deficit by $425 million in
the next 10 years.

How does it do that? Well, the fact is,
it creates a private-public partnership
and it establishes a corporation for
travel promotion which will be an inde-
pendent nonprofit corporation gov-
erned by an 1ll-member board of direc-
tors appointed by the Secretary of
Commerce. It also creates an Office of
Travel Promotion in the Department of
Commerce to develop programs to in-
crease the number of international
visitors to our country. It sets up a
travel promotion fund, and that is fi-
nanced by a private-public matching
program. The Federal contributions
will be financed by a $10 fee paid by for-
eign travelers from visa waiver coun-
tries, and it will be collected in the
electronic system for travel authoriza-
tions which already exists.
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Let me make the point that many
other countries do exactly this. It does
not in any way retard international
travel. Australia charges a $37 depar-
ture fee; Guatemala, $30; Mexico, $11 to
$38; Thailand, a $14 departure fee. And
the list goes on. We are suggesting a
very modest $10 fee for international
travelers, from the visa waiver coun-
tries, and that will finance this piece of
legislation that we have had now to file
a cloture motion on on the motion to
proceed to this issue and for which
there was a 90-to-3 vote, an affirmative
vote.

Here is some discussion about our
legislation.

I introduced this in the last session
of the Congress. We had over 50 cospon-
sors, Republicans and Democrats. We
have reintroduced it now with wide bi-
partisan cosponsorship.

The Detroit Free Press says:

Doesn’t it make sense to encourage, at no
cost to taxpayers, foreign visitors to come
here and leave us with some money? There’s
no good reason not to pass this bill.

The Dallas Morning News says:

The Travel Promotion Act is a sensible
first step toward putting the welcome mat
back on America’s doorstep.

The Orlando Sentinel says:

Our position, charging international trav-
elers $10 to pay for the promotion, makes
sense.

The Los Angeles Times:

Considering that the U.S. spends hundreds
of millions of dollars on public diplomacy
with dubious results, and nearly nothing on
promoting tourism, it might do well to in-
vest a little money in wooing travelers.

The list goes on of newspapers that
have endorsed the legislation.

This has been a pretty difficult dec-
ade for our country in many ways. Our
country was attacked on 9/11/2001. Sev-
eral thousand innocent Americans were
killed by terrorists. Following that, we
suffered a recession almost imme-
diately, then a war in Afghanistan, and
then a long protracted war in Iraq that
cost an enormous amount of money
and was very controversial all around
the world. It has been a very difficult
decade.

As I indicated when I started, 8 years
later, we have so many fewer visitors
coming to the United States. I think
during part of this decade there was a
notion by some that we were not wel-
coming visitors to the United States;
we did not want them to come here
very much.

That was not true, but I think that
was a sense of some: You want to come
to the United States, get in line, it is
going to take a long time to get a visa.
Why? Because we are concerned. We
are screening everybody. We are doing
all of these kinds of things. Well, the
fact is, no one ever intended to decide
we were not going to welcome people to
this country. By far, the most effective
way to describe to the world what
America is about and the unbelievable
values that exist and the openness and
the wonders of this great democracy,
by far, the best way to do that is to say



S6632

to people from around the world: Come
here. Vacation here. You are welcome
here. We want you here, to experience
and visit America and some of the best
attractions and some of the best people
and be a part of what we are and then
go home and remember what the
United States is about.

So that is what we are trying to do.
It has been too long, but finally we are
now putting together a piece of legisla-
tion that says: We are not willing to go
through another 8 or 10 years like the
last 8 or 10 years where our share of
international tourism dramatically de-
creased.

We want the next 8 or 10 years to
show a substantial increase in people
from around the world coming to visit
America. And the fact is, it will create
substantial numbers of jobs. That is
important. I mean, as you know, we
ran into a financial ditch, have an eco-
nomic crisis of sorts. The number of
unemployed Americans rises every
month, and we are hoping that turns
around soon. But in the meantime, this
is something constructive and positive
and concrete we can do to try to boost
this economy. It does not even cost
money. This will save almost half a
trillion dollars in the next 10 years by
reducing the Federal deficit.

Again, I wish some of my colleagues
were not deciding to see if they could
run everybody through the traps for
the next few days before we get to what
I think will be a very positive vote on
a very constructive idea that will ben-
efit this country. But if it takes 4 days
or 2 days or 1 day, whatever the mo-
ment, I think most of us will feel as if
we have done something good for the
country.

In the midst of all of the other very
controversial issues and very impor-
tant issues, some of which are urgent,
the questions of: How do you rein in in-
creasing health care costs? What do
you do about a country that is 70 per-
cent dependent on oil that comes from
foreign countries? What do you do
about the issue of protecting our cli-
mate and climate change? How do you
deal with the Federal budget deficit
that seems galloping out of control?
There are all these big issues.

In the middle of all that—all of
which, in my judgment, we are re-
quired to address in order to put Amer-
ica on a different course toward a bet-
ter future—in the middle of all that,
this piece of legislation, the Travel
Promotion Act of 2009, might be one
small glimmer—just one small bit of
hope—for more bipartisanship rather
than less. Because this piece of legisla-
tion is so persuasive about the inter-
ests of this country, we have Repub-
licans and Democrats who have come
together to say: Let’s do this. Let’s do
this in the interest of this country’s
economic future.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for approximately 16 minutes as in
morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the distin-
guished Acting President pro tempore.
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. President, last week, I came to
the Senate floor to talk about the
flawed process of our current attempts
to reform the health care system in
this country and the urgent need to fix
those flaws.

Those efforts included a letter—my
letter—which every Republican mem-
ber of the Finance Committee and the
HELP Committee—Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee—
signed requesting some very reasonable
steps to be taken by Chairman BAUCUS,
Chairman KENNEDY, and Senator DODD,
who is standing in for our friend and
colleague, Senator KENNEDY.

We asked the chairmen to release the
details of their plans to reform health
care. We asked them to do so in a time-
ly manner to allow us time to read and
understand the policies and to get reac-
tions from our constituents, i.e., the
people who will benefit or will not ben-
efit, not to mention the providers of
health care. We asked them to give us
the estimates of how much their plans
would cost and how it would impact ev-
eryday Americans. Finally, we asked
them to identify how they intended to
pay for these plans.

It was my sincere hope that by re-
ceiving this information we could bet-
ter participate in the quest to ensure
that every American—every Amer-
ican—has meaningful access to health
care, not to mention patient choice.

Well, unfortunately, the health care
reform process has been so corrupted
by artificial timelines and a ‘‘hurry
up”’ and a ‘‘riding hell for leather”
mentality that it threatens to destroy
a health care system that has served
most Americans very well.

The American health care system
represents one-sixth of our economy,
which has been repeated many times
on this Senate floor, offers health in-
surance coverage to 250 million Ameri-
cans, and employs over 16 million peo-
ple. It leads the world in medical inno-
vations that save lives inside as well as
far outside our borders. So this actu-
ally is an international health care
bill.

President Obama has recognized that
most people are happy with their
health care. Obviously, they would like
some changes, some reforms. But he
has repeatedly assured them: If you
like what you have, you can keep it.

Well, because changes to this system
have the potential to impact every sin-
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gle American citizen and citizens of
other nations, it seems to me we must
ensure we protect the best of its fea-
tures when we consider changes to
shore up its deficiencies.

Careful consideration is required.
That is why we ask for more details.
That is why we ask for more time. To
date, our requests for more informa-
tion have not been met, and I think I
am starting to understand why.

Yesterday afternoon, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the CBO, released
its first preliminary analysis of the bill
we are scheduled to begin marking up
in the HELP Committee tomorrow. Let
me repeat this: Yesterday afternoon—
less than 24 hours—if you are a HELP
Committee staffer, you are looking at
your watch, and you are wondering
how come you do not have more time—
the Congressional Budget Office re-
leased its first preliminary analysis of
the bill that we are scheduled to begin
marking up tomorrow.

I said in my previous speech, maybe
we need a ‘‘process czar,” a ‘‘fair play
czar’” around here. We have 25 czars in
the Obama administration. Maybe we
need a czar around here to at least be
fair, give us more time, give us more
consideration, let us know what we are
going to be voting on.

Before I talk about the results of the
CBO’s analysis of the Kennedy-Dodd
legislation, I need to point out this
analysis is incomplete. It is incomplete
because, despite our persistent requests
for more information from our Demo-
cratic colleagues and friends, one day
before the markup of possibly the most
important health care bill ever to cross
the Senate floor, they have not re-
leased the complete legislation.

In fact, even when the HELP Com-
mittee begins our markup tomorrow,
we will not have a complete picture of
what we are marking up. The most
contentious components of the bill will
not be released until sometime on
Thursday morning—Ileaving us around
30 hours to digest these significant
policies, vet them with our people back
home, take the specifics back home to
the health care providers and every
constituent who certainly is interested
and wants to know the details, and
then file amendments to see if we can
do better, see if we can actually correct
some things we think are headed in the
wrong direction.

I said it is hard to digest all of this in
30 hours. This is not digestion, this is
not indigestion—this is heartburn. It
may develop into a malady much more
serious than that.

Most egregious perhaps is the fact
that we will most likely be considering
these major reforms without any idea
of how much they will cost or how they
will affect the current system. But, as
I said, I am starting to wonder whether
that is not part of the plan, which
leads me back to yesterday’s CBO re-
lease analyzing the cost and effect of
just one of the six titles to the Ken-
nedy-Dodd health care reform bill—and
an incomplete title at that.
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According to CBO, the incomplete
sections of title I will cost $1 trillion—
$1 trillion. That is just for one incom-
plete title of this bill. What will we get
for this staggering investment, for a
title with a purpose ostensibly to ex-
pand health care coverage to the esti-
mated 47 million Americans currently
lacking insurance?

According to CBO, we will only cover
16 million more Americans. Let me say
that again. According to CBO, we will
only cover 16 million more Americans.
That does not seem like a very good re-
turn for a bill that seeks to cover three
times that many people.

Instead of extending health insurance
to 47 million uninsured, we are leaving
tens of millions still uncovered. And
the CBO says that figure is around 37
million people. So you can see we have
some flaws in this approach on this
bill.

In addition, CBO says that 15 million
people would lose their employer-spon-
sored insurance and another 8 million—
again, this is the CBO analysis—would
lose coverage from their current
source.

Whom are we going to trust around
here? At least when we asked the CBO
to give some specifics, they are pro-
viding some specifics; that is, 15 mil-
lion people would lose their employer-
sponsored insurance and another 8 mil-
lion would lose coverage from their
current source. That is 23 million peo-
ple. That is a lot of folks. As I said,
President Obama has consistently
promised: If you like the health insur-
ance plan you have, you can keep it.
Not those 23 million.

Under the Kennedy-Dodd bill, 23 mil-
lion Americans who may like what
they have cannot, in fact, keep it—
again, according to the CBO, non-
partisan.

I cannot even imagine how much
more this bill will cost taxpayers when
CBO figures in the rest of the initia-
tives my friends across the aisle wish
to add. I am positive, under the com-
plete plan by my colleagues, millions
more Americans will not be able to
keep the insurance they like.

That is because in addition to the
plans that have already been released,
they want to establish a new govern-
ment-run, taxpayer-financed insurance
plan that is estimated to replace pri-
vate insurance for over 100 million
Americans. They want an expansion of
Medicaid for everyone up to 150 percent
of the Federal poverty level. They want
to enact dozens upon dozens of new
programs.

For example, title III of this bill in-
cludes—listen to this—a $10 billion per-
year-cost in mandatory spending—
mandatory spending; this is on the ap-
propriators’ side—for something called
a Prevention and Public Health trust
fund for the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Health, with very little,
if any, direction on what the money
would be used for.

This is unprecedented and amounts,
in my view, to a slush fund, regardless
of any description.
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Another section provides an un-
known amount of money—‘‘such sums
as may be necessary’—to fund some-
thing called a community makeover—
excuse me—a community trans-
formation grant to build grocery
stores, sidewalks, and jungle gyms.

Sidewalks, jungle gyms, grocery
stores? This is a health care bill, not a
rural development bill. I am shocked
by the numbers that have come out so
far, and they are just the beginning.

Well, come to think of it, maybe it is
related to health care. Maybe if you
build a better sidewalk, people could
walk on that sidewalk, pass the jungle
gym, exercise on the jungle gym, go to
the grocery store, have mandates to
buy nothing but fruits and vegetables,
come back past the jungle gym, exer-
cise some more, and since the sidewalk
is fixed, they could go home, and we
would help cure the obesity factor we
face today. Maybe that is the tie.
Maybe that is the tie.

I am shocked, as I said, by the num-
bers.

One independent group—now listen
again to this; you have to listen to
this—the group called HSI Network in
Minnesota has estimated that the cost
of the Kennedy-Dodd bill in its entirety
could be $4 trillion—$4 trillion. The
Lewin Group has estimated that up to
119 million Americans could lose their
private insurance coverage under a
government-run plan.

I am willing to bet the American
public will be as shocked as I am once
they understand what has been lurk-
ing, lurking, lurking under the banner
of reform. The refusal to release infor-
mation such as this until the very last
possible minute, under an unjustifiably
accelerated timeline, leaving no time
for Senators, let alone the American
public, to examine the merits of this
plan, makes me think the ‘‘health care
emperor has no clothes.”

Let me repeat what the CBO has said.
Sixteen million Americans newly in-
sured—a good thing—but 37 million
Americans still not insured. Twenty-
three million Americans lose what
they have for $1 trillion. This is the
wrong direction. This is the wrong di-
rection. We ought to say: ‘“Whoa.” Put
a sign up in both committee rooms
that says: “Whoa,” and put a sign un-
derneath it that says: “Do no harm.”

To add to this concern I have and the
frustration I have in regard to health
care reform, CongressDaily reported
Tuesday, June 16—that is today—that
CBO scored a recent version of the Sen-
ate Finance Committee—this is Fi-
nance, this is not Health. This is not
the one I am talking about; this is the
Finance Committee, and I have the
privilege of serving on both—that their
overall proposal is at $1.5 trillion over
10 years, not $1 trillion, according to
several sources. This is a typical news
story. The committee’s timeline to re-
lease and mark up the legislation could
slip on the news. Senate Finance Chair-
man MAX BAUCUS cautioned today the
CBO numbers, which he did not con-
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firm, were on a bill that is about 2
weeks old and the bill has evolved since
then. The chairman indicated it is un-
likely he will release a draft of his
committee’s bill Wednesday, as he pre-
viously estimated—that is tomorrow.
The high score could add more cre-
dence to an insurance co-op proposal
offered by Senate Budget Chairman
KENT CONRAD as an alternative.

So we don’t know. Is it $1.5 trillion or
is it $1 trillion? We don’t know. And if
an offhand comment, which may or
may not be private, but I don’t think
anymore anything should be private in
regard to health care reform—the
chairman indicated, I think, it was a
comment in response to Senator
SNOWE, who said, How do we vote for
this bill in committee if we don’t know
how much it costs and how it is going
to merge with the Health Committee’s
bill. Basically the answer coming back,
as everybody knows is, This bill isn’t
going to be written here, this bill isn’t
going to be written in committee; it is
going to be written in conference. It is
called ‘“‘trust me.”

I don’t see how we can have much
trust when ‘‘the emperor has no
clothes.”

I yield the floor.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, first, I
ask unanimous consent to be permitted
to speak as in morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CASEY. I also ask unanimous
consent to be permitted to speak for
what I hope will be 20 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CASEY. Finally, I will have two
separate subject matters I wish to
cover.

Mr. President, I didn’t plan on re-
sponding to my colleague from Kansas,
and I won’t today, but I still think on
health care we have a long way to go.
There is still a lot of work to be done
in the committee I am a member of,
the Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions Committee, and an awful lot of
work to do still in the Finance Com-
mittee. So we will leave that for an-
other day. But in a general sense, I
think what we are all trying to do—I
know my colleagues on the Democratic
side are trying to do this—is to make
sure that at the end of this debate, the
bill that emerges from the Congress
has a couple of basic principles. One is
it gives people choice in their health
care. If you like what you have, you
get to keep it, and if you don’t like
what you have, you have a choice; and
that the bill also reflects a cost reduc-
tion which is essential if we are going
to move forward; and finally, that we
provide the kind of quality, affordable
health care that every American has a
right to expect that we would try to
provide in this bill.

If we keep that in mind, I think we
can get to the right place. We have an
awful lot of work to do, and I think
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there are some conclusory statements
that have been made in the last couple
of days which don’t reflect the reality,
which is we have a lot of proposals, we
have draft bills, but we don’t have a
final product yet, so we have a way to
go.
IRANIAN ELECTIONS

Mr. President, the first subject I wish
to discuss is the Iranian elections. I
wish to convey some brief remarks on
the remarkable events we have been
witnessing unfolding in Iran in the last
couple of days. It is too soon to tell
what will happen. We do not know if
Iran’s brittle theocratic regime will
hear out the voices of reform ema-
nating in such powerful fashion from
the streets of Iran today. We do not
know if a credible investigation of seri-
ous electoral irregularities will occur,
but I am confident that the events of
this past weekend will be recorded in
the history books as a major milestone
for the democratic aspirations of the
Iranian people. While the hard-liners
who continue to rule Iran today may
further entrench their power in the
coming days, they are only planting
the seeds for their ultimate defeat by
their response to the democratic voices
with the kind of force and suppression
we have seen play out on television.

It is a promising sign that Iran’s su-
preme leader has called upon the all-
powerful Guardian Council to review
the electoral results and assess the
claims of serious irregularities, includ-
ing vote rigging and ballot fraud, in
the national election. However, we
should not get our hopes raised that
justice is imminent.

In the last Iranian Presidential elec-
tion in 2005, there were also serious
questions of fraud raised after Mr.
Ahmadinejad came out of nowhere to
win the Presidency following a runoff
vote. Yet the final results of that in-
vestigation were never published, and
thereafter Mr. Ahmadinejad’s declared
victory stood firm. Because of that
precedent, I am skeptical that the Ira-
nian regime will engage in an honest
review of this election count.

President Obama and his senior na-
tional security team have refrained
from extensive commentary on the
election in recent days. That is as it
should be. The U.S. Government should
not give the Iranian regime any flimsy
rationales for further crackdown on
protestors and reformist leaders. How-
ever, administration officials, led by
Vice President BIDEN, have made clear
that the strategy of diplomatic engage-
ment with Iran’s leadership to bring a
peaceful resolution of Iran’s nuclear
program will continue, regardless of
who may comprise that leadership or
how they may have assumed power.
That, I believe, is the right strategy.
We must deal with Iran as it is, not as
we may wish it to be. For far too long,
the United States deprived itself of the
power of its diplomacy on the mistaken
insistence that Iran agree to a set of
preconditions before talks could even
commence. Talking to your enemy can
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never be viewed as a concession. The
United States spoke to the Soviet
Union during the worst excesses of the
Cold War, but diplomacy cannot be the
only option that the United States pur-
sues with Iran. The President knows
this and has reaffirmed that other op-
tions are open to the United States on
multiple occasions.

Any effective strategy toward Iran
must offer the regime a clear choice
when it comes to its nuclear program,
and here is the choice; it is either one
or the other. Come into compliance
with the multiple United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions and reap the
benefits of economic engagement and
warmer diplomatic ties, choice No. 1.
Or choice No. 2 for the Iranian regime:
Face continued economic sanctions and
international isolation that will stead-
ily worsen if Iran continues to engage
in illicit nuclear activities. It is either
one or the other, and the regime has a
choice to make before the world. Effec-
tive diplomacy is successful if it can
fully convey that choice to the deci-
sionmakers in Iran.

The Congress can also play a useful
role here in elucidating the con-
sequences Iran faces when it makes its
choice on its nuclear program. Some
might call it the ‘‘good cop, bad cop”
strategy; I simply prefer to call it dip-
lomatic leverage that our negotiators
can employ if and when they do sit
down at the table with Iranian rep-
resentatives.

For those reasons, I am proud to have
joined my colleague SAM BROWNBACK in
introducing the Iran Sanctions Ena-
bling Act. This legislation would au-
thorize State and local governments as
they see appropriate to direct divest-
ment from, and prevent future invest-
ment in, companies that hold invest-
ments of $20 million or more in Iran’s
energy sector.

There is a growing divestment move-
ment across the country in response to
Iran’s accelerating nuclear program,
its support of Hamas and Hezbollah,
and hateful statements against Israel
perpetrated by its President and others
in Iran’s senior leadership. Unfortu-
nately, the Federal courts have ruled
that divestment actions undertaken
against a single nation may not predict
the President’s constitutional author-
ity to enjoy exclusive authority over
our Nation’s diplomatic relations;
thus, State and local governments un-
dertake divestment measures with
some legal jeopardy. The Justice De-
partment has taken legal action
against State and local governments in
cases involving other nations. This act,
the Iran Sanctions Enabling Act, pro-
tects the rights of State and local gov-
ernments to ensure that their pension
funds and other investment funds are
not invested in companies that do busi-
ness with a regime such as Iran. It is
carefully targeted to focus only on fi-
nancial ties with Iran’s energy sector,
to hit Iran where it is economically
most vulnerable.

The bill includes a sunset provision
to lift this authorization once the
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President certifies that Iran has ceased
providing support for acts of inter-
national terrorism and has ceased the
pursuit of weapons of mass destruction.
I am proud to have assumed the lead
Democratic role on this legislation,
taking over for President Obama, then
Senator Obama, who served in the lead
role when he was in the Congress.

Secondly, let me also take a brief
moment to comment on the Iran Re-
fined Petroleum Sanctions Act of
which I am proud to be a cosponsor
with the majority of the Senate. The
bill would clarify existing legal ambi-
guity by authorizing the President to
sanction foreign firms involved in sup-
plying Iran with refined gasoline and/or
assisting Iran with increasing its refin-
ing capacity.

Iran is forced to import as much as 40
percent of its annual gasoline con-
sumption due to the fact that much of
its refining infrastructure was de-
stroyed during the Iran-Iraq war in the
1980s. Economic sanctions in place
since then have limited outside foreign
investment. Targeting Iranian gasoline
consumption is a promising venue for
increasing our leverage on Iran’s lead-
ership. The Iranian people, I believe,
may question why the regime
prioritizes a nuclear program con-
demned by the international commu-
nity at the cost of serious gasoline
shortages in Iran.

The images in recent days have been
stirring. Just yesterday we witnessed a
procession of hundreds of thousands of
Iranians, both young people dressed in
modern attire and elderly women wear-
ing traditional veils, marching in si-
lence throughout downtown Teheran.
Indeed, whenever a chant or shout
emerged from the crowd, it was quickly
hushed by the crowd, seeking to avoid
any provocation for the riot police
standing watch to move and break up
the march. It is easy to forget, with all
the incendiary rhetoric from leaders
such as Mr. Ahmadinejad, that the Ira-
nian people remain fundamentally pro-
American and envy our democracy and
personal liberties.

This week is a dark moment for the
Iranian people as their legitimate aspi-
rations for greater reform have been
apparently sidetracked by the regime.
But I am optimistic on their future and
look forward to the day that the
United States and Iran can once again
be at peace and enjoy mutual respect
for and with one another.

Mr. President, I would inquire as to
the time remaining.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has used 11 minutes.

Mr. CASEY. So I have more time
than I thought I did. That is good news.

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT

Mr. President, I wish to move to a
second topic in the remaining time I
have with regard to the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act, but es-
pecially in regard to some of the at-
tacks that have been leveled in recent
days.

In just over 100 days now, the Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act is already at
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work doing many things, such as pro-
viding immediate relief for hard-hit
communities and families; secondly,
creating and saving jobs; and thirdly,
jump-starting thousands of shovel-
ready projects across America. Our
economic problems were not created in
100 days and they will not be solved in
100 days or even in a little more than
100 days. But thanks to the Recovery
Act, we are meeting the greatest eco-
nomic challenge in a generation head
on.

There are early signs of progress
across the country. Just a couple of ex-
amples of immediate relief measures
under the act are providing stability
for hard-hit families.

First, the Make Work Pay tax credit
has increased take-home pay for 95 per-
cent of working families; 95 percent of
working families in America are bene-
fiting from that. I note that in Penn-
sylvania the number is 4.8 million
households are benefiting from that
tax credit. Second, unemployment ben-
efits have increased by $25 a week.
Third, COBRA health insurance pre-
miums have been cut by 65 percent.
Fifty-four million older citizens across
the country have received $250 in emer-
gency relief checks in the mail. Fi-
nally, in this section, food assistance
benefits have increased by 13 percent,
just when vulnerable Americans need
them.

Tax credit and other Recovery Act
incentives are starting to drive new
consumer spending and creating new
product demand. Energy efficiency and
renewable energy tax credits are pro-
viding fresh opportunities for manufac-
turers and contractors that make or
install green products. And the $8,000
first-time home buyer tax credit is
proving to be a bright spot for the
hard-hit housing industry.

The Recovery Act aid to State gov-
ernments is helping to protect critical
safety net programs and saving teach-
ing and law enforcement jobs. Over half
of the States have qualified for the
State fiscal stabilization funds that are
saving teaching jobs and improving
education.

State governments are making up
shortfalls in Medicaid funds, thanks to
the Recovery Act.

Infrastructure improvement projects
funded by the Recovery Act are bring-
ing new jobs to hard-hit communities.

Over 20,000 Recovery Act projects
across the country have been approved
already. In Pennsylvania, just two
quick examples: $7256 million for high-
way projects has been allocated and
$600,000 for airport grants.

The Recovery Act commitments to
develop and commercialize new tech-
nologies that will be the foundation of
the new economy are starting to boost
confidence and spur some private sec-
tor investment across the country.

Businesses are converting crisis to
opportunity because of the promise
they see with the Recovery Act. The
Recovery Act is already making life a
little easier for families and businesses
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like these, and work is just getting
started.

Last week, President Obama and
Vice President BIDEN announced the
Roadmap to Recovery, 10 new major
projects that will define the next 3
months of the Recovery Act. Here is
what the 10 are: help 1,129 health cen-
ters in 50 States and 8 territories pro-
vide expanded service to approximately
300,000 patients; begin work on 107 na-
tional parks; start rehabilitation and
improvement projects at 98 airports
and over 1,600 highway locations
throughout the country; fund 135,000
education jobs, including teachers,
principals, and support staff; begin im-
provements at 90 veterans medical cen-
ters across 38 States; hire or keep on
the job approximately 5,000 law en-
forcement officers; start 200 new waste
and water systems projects in rural
America; begin or accelerate cleanup
work at 20 Superfund sites from the
National Priority List; create 125,000
summer youth jobs; finally, begin 2,300
construction and rehabilitation
projects at 359 military facilities
across the country.

Billions of dollars in Recovery Act
programs that will shape the economy
of the 21st century will launch in the
weeks and months ahead—for example,
$8 billion for high-speed rail; $4.7 bil-
lion to connect more Americans to
broadband Internet; $4.5 Dbillion to
make a nationwide smart energy grid a
reality; $800 million to accelerate the
use of biofuels and bring them to mar-
ket; and $300 million to expand the Na-
tion’s fleet of alternative-fuel vehicles
through the Clean Cities Program.

These investments will get our econ-
omy moving today in a way that will
change our economy for tomorrow. The
road to recovery is long and our eco-
nomic problems won’t be solved over-
night, but with every dollar invested
and every project started under the Re-
covery Act, we are getting one step
closer.

I will conclude with one further com-
ment. Just as was the case when we
voted on the Recovery Act, it was a
choice between are you for the Recov-
ery Act or for the status quo? Fortu-
nately, enough of us voted for it so we
could jump-start the economy, get it
out of the ditch and back on the road
to recovery. We still have a long way
to go, and there is a lot more work to
do, but so far the news is positive in
communities across the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania and I know in
your home State of Illinois, Mr. Presi-
dent, and across the country.

With that, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arkansas is
recognized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I wish
to applaud my colleague from Pennsyl-

S6635

vania because he shared not only our
dreams for the recovery—or, as we call
it in Arkansas, the ‘‘jump-start’ bill—
but, more importantly, not just our
dreams but the things that are actively
happening in our States, the great
things, whether it is highway projects
or for us in Arkansas the new market
tax credits, which have been a tremen-
dous boost for capital infusion into
small businesses and for entrepreneurs.
We can also look at the SBA 7(a) Loan
Program, which is tremendous for
small businesses. Education alone—I
met with principals and administrators
last week when I was home, talking
about the opportunities for education
and the infusion of resources coming
from the Recovery Act, along with
water projects and broadband. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania did an excel-
lent job in mentioning those and, most
importantly, focusing on the fact that
this will help us get our country and
our economy back on track and get
Americans back to work or keep them
in the jobs they are clinging to. I ap-
preciate him coming to the floor and
mentioning some of that, all of which
many of us have been seeing as we
travel home to our States over the
weekend or during the breaks.

Mr. CASEY. I thank the Senator.

(The remarks of Mrs. LINCOLN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 186
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submissions of Concurrent and Sen-
ate Resolutions.”)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized.

SYSTEMIC RISK REGULATION

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the state of our finan-
cial system and to provide some
thoughts on systemic risk regulation,
as we set about crafting an overall re-
form to our financial regulatory ap-
proach.

Yesterday, Treasure Secretary Tim-
othy Geithner and the Director of the
National Economic Council, Lawrence
Summers, published an editorial in the
Washington Post laying out the broad
outline of their proposal for regulatory
reform. I share their views on how we
arrived at this moment. I share the
broader goals they discussed and look
forward to working with the adminis-
tration on comprehensive and timely
regulatory reform. However, I wish to
speak today about one area where I dis-
agree, and that is how to address sys-
temic risk.

Let me step back for a moment.

In the past 2 years we have witnessed
events that have shaken our financial
system to its core, altered our markets
in ways that we still struggle to under-
stand, and imposed costs that will bur-
den our economy and our taxpayers for
decades to come. We have grown numb
to the news, but let me briefly recount
these events.

The investment banking sector that
built our capital markets has col-
lapsed. Two of our largest investment
banks have failed. Another has merged
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with a commercial bank to avoid fail-
ure. Two others became commercial
banking organizations.

Our residential mortgage finance sec-
tor has collapsed. The largest mortgage
banks in the country have failed. Our
two largest savings and loan associa-
tions have failed. Our two largest hous-
ing GSEs are operating under Federal
Government conservatorship.

Our commercial banking sector has
avoided collapse only through the infu-
sion of hundreds of billions of dollars in
equity support from the U.S. Treasury
and massive liquidity support from the
FDIC and the Federal Reserve. And de-
spite these interventions, some of our
largest commercial banks continue to
face an uncertain future and dozens of
smaller commercial banks have failed.
Our insurance sector has been badly
damaged. The largest insurance organi-
zation in the United States has been
nationalized to avoid collapse. Other
major insurers have received billions of
dollars from the Treasury.

The magnitude of the events of the
past 2 years strains comprehension. I
believe what we have seen over the last
couple years is the equivalent, in eco-
nomic terms, of the 100-year flood. Mil-
lions of families and retirees have lost
their financial security. Millions of
people are out of work. Each day, we
read about more layoffs, more losses,
more bankruptcies, and more bank
failures. We call this a financial crisis,
but for the American people it is a very
personal crisis of lost homes, derailed
careers, forgone education, deferred re-
tirement, communities less cared for,
and at its core, the confidence of the
American people has been shaken.

This crisis has uncovered the flaws of
our current regulatory model and has
revealed a shadow financial system
which lies beyond the current regu-
latory structure.

We all share the hope that we will
soon return to healthy, competitive fi-
nancial markets and a vibrant econ-
omy. We have seen some positive signs
that markets are stabilizing. But for
our long-term prosperity, we do need a
new model. What has happened to our
financial system and our economy
should not have happened. We must
find and adopt reforms that will ensure
that it never happens again.

We cannot shrink from the needed re-
form because it will be difficult or be-
cause some will oppose it. Right now
there is a lack of faith in our system or
its long term prospects. You can see
that in our bond markets. We are not
turning to the financial sector as a
source of positive innovation so that
the broader economy can grow. You
can see that in the lack of credit in our
markets, and the jobs lost every
month.

To innovate and create jobs, not only
in the financial system but across our
whole economy, we do need comprehen-
sive reform. Quality will attract cap-
ital, but only change will restore the
quality of our markets.

This is the fundamental challenge
facing the Banking Committee, of
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which T am a new member. However,
before 1 joined this Banking Com-
mittee, before I joined this August
body, I did spend 20 years in the private
sector around the financial system,
taking companies public, looking at
and learning about the markets. So I
came to this body, I believe, with some
background. But only since that time
have I learned how complex the prob-
lems and the challenges are of trying
to get financial reregulation or finan-
cial reform right.

Since joining the Banking Com-
mittee, I have been working to educate
myself, meeting with a range of experts
to learn more about the issues and to
collect their thoughts on potential so-
lutions to financial reregulation. There
are a number of things we must do, in-
cluding providing full regulatory cov-
erage for all markets, ending too big to
fail with a robust resolution authority,
and ending regulatory arbitrage.

Today I would like to speak about
one issue I discussed at length with
these experts—systemic risk regula-
tion. I hope, in the coming days, to
come back to the floor and discuss
other parts of securities and banking
regulation.

“Systemic risk” is a term that, quite
candidly, probably most of us even
around the financial markets had not
even heard of or thought very much
about until the last couple years. Obvi-
ously, systemic risk is not the only
area we need to address, but it is an
area in which the current system has
unequivocally failed.

Systemic risk is a tricky concept.
Systemic risk is not a specific kind of
risk at all. It is a catchall phrase that
includes risks of all kinds, united only
by the possibility that if left uncon-
trolled, they could have consequences
for entire markets or even our entire
financial system. Counterparty expo-
sures can present systemic risk. So can
interest rate shifts. So can bad laws
and regulations. Because they come in
all shapes and sizes, we should not ex-
pect to control systemic risks with a
rigid, one-size-fits-all approach.

Our current system has failed to pro-
vide checks and balances and has re-
placed healthy competition with a sys-
tem where a handful of firms are called
too large to fail, and these so-called
too-large-to-fail firms can threaten the
safety of the entire system and, unfor-
tunately, enjoy an implicit or even now
even more explicit government guar-
antee that destroys any notion of mar-
ket competition.

Secretary Geithner and Professor
Summers have proposed empowering
the Federal Reserve to manage sys-
temic risk. But as I have discussed this
approach with a number of experts,
they have raised a number what of
what I think are very serious and le-
gitimate concerns.

My primary concern with placing
this added new responsibility with the
Federal Reserve is structural. There
are already tensions between the Fed-
eral Reserve’s responsibilities for the
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conduct of monetary policy and its re-
sponsibilities for bank supervision. No
less an authority on this matter than
Paul Volcker told the Joint Economic
Committee last year that broadening
the Federal Reserve’s responsibilities
“would be a way of destroying the Fed-
eral Reserve in the long run, because it
does need independence.” Adding this
additional responsibility on the Fed-
eral Reserve, I believe, is a step too far.

My other concern is rooted in the
governing philosophy of this country,
which I think has, quite honestly,
served us well. That philosophy is that
too much economic power placed in
one place puts our system of govern-
ment at risk.

Our Founding Fathers opposed that
concentration of power, economic or
otherwise, and favored a system of
checks and balances. Thomas Jefferson
famously wrote that ‘‘[tlThe Central
Bank is an institution of the most
deadly hostility existing against the
principles and form of our Constitu-
tion.” That is why America, unlike so
many European countries, never cre-
ated a single, all-powerful national
bank. We have, consequently, even
since that time, resisted creating that
all-powerful central bank. The experi-
ence of countries which have con-
centrated too much power in one enti-
ty I think should serve as cautionary
tales.

Also, we should not ignore that the
Fed has had some responsibility for
systemic risk regulation under the cur-
rent structure. Over the course of the
past year, we have seen the Federal Re-
serve and the Treasury strike private
deals with our largest and most power-
ful financial institutions—deals that
might have protected the shareholders
and creditors of those banks, but, con-
sequently, by those actions, put small-
er and less powerful and often better
run institutions at a competitive dis-
advantage and undermining the long-
term vitality of our financial system.

An old African proverb says that
when elephants dance, the grass gets
trampled. We have a trampled grass
problem at this point, and I don’t think
we can solve it with bigger elephants,
whether those bigger elephants are reg-
ulators or institutions. If we do not
give the Federal Reserve the responsi-
bility for systemic risk regulation,
what should we do instead?

I believe the answer to this question
has two parts. The first part is that
many systemic risks already lie
squarely within the responsibilities of
the day-to-day financial regulators. We
did not just discover systemic risks.
We have been discovering them for gen-
erations. We have passed laws to deal
with them, and we have entrusted
those laws to the administration of
substantial regulatory agencies.

We need to make sure our current
regulators, the folks who, for the most
of the last century, have done their
jobs well, have clear missions, includ-
ing managing risks within their regu-
lated institutions and markets, and we
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must ensure that these regulators do
their jobs.

But that is only half the problem.
Even if we get the day-to-day pruden-
tial regulator to be more efficient in
evaluating particular institutions’ risk
profile, we have to recognize that some
part of systemic risk may lay outside
of the regulator’s day-to-day respon-
sibilities and actually fall between the
cracks of our existing regulatory sys-
tem.

Working with folks across the finan-
cial spectrum, they have suggested the
creation of a systemic risk council. I
don’t mean to claim on this floor that
a systemic risk council is a silver bul-
let, but it avoids the pitfalls of entrust-
ing the systemic risk responsibility in
one agency that already has respon-
sibilities and can be a potential source
of conflict. Instead, a council can see
across the horizon and gather all the
information and expertise can flow to
it, thereby addressing our stovepipe
problem of our various regulatory
agencies and making sure, as well, by
having this council, it would have the
intrinsic conflicts that would come if
you also have to have responsibility for
monetary policy. Making sure we have
this council would also avoid the very
real challenge of regulatory capture.
Let me briefly outline this concept.

Our belief would be the systemic risk
council would consist of the Treasury
Secretary, the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve, and the heads of the major fi-
nancial regulatory agencies. It would
be charged with the responsibility for
working to improve our understanding
and control of systemic risks and, in a
narrow set of circumstances or emer-
gencies, it would have the ability to
act.

People would say: What does this
look like? It builds on the model of the
President’s working group on financial
markets. The idea is, the systemic risk
council would have an independent
chair appointed by the President and
approved by the Congress and sup-
ported by a permanent staff. The best
analogy of the systemic risk council
might be the resemblance it might
bear to the National Transportation
Safety Board or the National Security
Council. Just as the NTSB leaves rule-
making on a day-to-day basis to the
FAA, the systemic risk council would
leave most of the day-to-day rule-
making to the financial regulatory
agency.

I understand criticism of the coun-
cil’s approach today is we don’t just
want a debating society at moments of
crisis. That is why it needs this inde-
pendent chair, independent staff, and
resources. We must ensure it could act.

It would have the authority to review
every bit of information that the indi-
vidual, prudential, day-to-day Federal
regulatory agencies possess, to require
those agencies to collect information
from the institutions they regulate.

It would also have, as I mentioned,
an independent staff capable of ana-
lyzing this data, understanding how
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the pieces of the regulatory system
work together, and then at that coun-
cil level, at that staff level, feed that
information up to the council so it
could identify weaknesses or gaps with-
in our system or potential systemic
risks that might be arising outside the
purview of the independent Federal
regulatory agency.

The council would also have the au-
thority to require the financial regu-
lators to develop clear, written plans
for dealing with potential financial cri-
ses. In effect, it would have the poten-
tial to ask any institution to come for-
ward with a winddown resolution plan
for its particular circumstances. These
plans would be created in advance of
any crisis, maintained and even simu-
lated from time to time to make sure
they are adequate.

Again, if we put in place these kinds
of credible plans to handle the poten-
tial failure of every systemically im-
portant financial institution, then we
will no longer have the excuse that we
have constantly heard over the last few
months: Gosh, it is tough we have to
put up this much public money to sup-
port this institution, but it is too big
to fail.

As we have seen time and again in
this crisis, because we didn’t have
these plans in place, unfortunately, the
American taxpayers have taken on un-
founded, quite honestly, financial risk
in shoring up these institutions.

Because a systemic risk council
would not directly interact with our
major financial institutions on a day-
to-day basis, it would be less prone to
capture than the financial regulatory
agencies. During normal times, the
council could help to determine how to
regulate new products and markets in
order to minimize regulatory gaps, reg-
ulatory arbitrage, and the blind spots
that currently exist in our system. As
we know at this point, too many of
those blind spots exist and have al-
lowed the creation of some of the fi-
nancial products that led to the finan-
cial meltdown we have seen.

The council will not identify firms
that are too big or too large to fail but
instead will work to prevent firms from
becoming too large to fail. It would do
this specifically in two ways.

First, it would have the authority to
establish systemwide, counterparty ex-
posure limits, increased capital re-
quirements, reduced leverage, and
strengthened risk management re-
quirements—all of these, in effect, to
put not an absolute prescription but at
least barriers on those institutions
that choose to get so large that they
might potentially fall into that ‘‘too
big to fail’’ category.

Second, it would ensure that the res-
olution authority would be able to re-
solve any institution that got to that
size and then potentially posed a sys-
temic risk.

In a crisis, the council could work
with its member organizations to pro-
mote coordinated and comprehensive
responses. The systemic risk council’s
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responsibilities would be clear and fo-
cused. Systemic risk would be its only
job.

Using a council, prudential regu-
lators would remain empowered and re-
sponsible for systemic risks that arose
in their jurisdiction. If they encoun-
tered a risk that extended beyond their
authority they could go to the council
to ensure coordinated and comprehen-
sive action. On top of that, if the evi-
dence of risk is spread across different
agencies like pieces of a puzzle, the
council would have the information
and expertise to spot it, and the ability
to coordinate action in order to address
it.

What I am proposing today boils
down to a simple, commonsense idea. If
we want to do something constructive
about systemic risk, we should create a
mechanism that can help ensure our
regulators do their jobs on a day-to-
day basis, avoid conflicts of interest,
and fully leverage our existing regu-
latory resources to promote the
proactive identification and control of
systemic risks.

Let me acknowledge at the outset
that there are many details that still
need to be worked out, and I will, as I
mentioned, have a series of other ideas
of how we can modernize our financial
system in the coming weeks ahead. But
I believe the general approach I have
outlined today, in terms of a systemic
risk council, hopefully, will spark the
debate so we do not simply default to
further empowering an already ex-
traordinarily important and critical in-
stitution, in terms of the Federal Re-
serve, without a thorough debate about
this issue.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the prob-
lems with the current state of health
care in America are well known. Re-
publicans do not need to be convinced
of a case for reform. We hear from our
constituents who have concerns about
their own health care dilemmas and
those of their neighbors and we all
agree the millions of uninsured Ameri-
cans need access to high-quality health
care. But though we all agree on the
need for reform, we have disagreements
on how best to accomplish our goals.

Republicans favor a patient-centered
approach that allows individuals to
choose their own insurance, keep it if
they like it, and never have to get per-
mission from a Washington bureaucrat
to get the test or treatment their doc-
tor says they need. President Obama
wants Congress to pass a sweeping new
Washington-run health care system
that we believe would jeopardize the
care most Americans already have.
Such a system would likely lead to the
collapse of private insurance and re-
place it with an enormous Washington
bureaucracy that would ration health
care for all Americans.

I have discussed my concerns that
Washington-run health care would di-
minish Americans’ access to quality
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care, lead to denials, shortages, and
long delays for treatment, and would
give power to Washington to dictate
what medications and procedures
Americans could get and when they
could get them. It is already in the
works.

A recent National Institutes of
Health project description states:

Cost-effectiveness research will provide ac-
curate and objective information to guide fu-
ture policies that support the allocation of
health resources for the treatment of acute
and chronic conditions.

‘“Allocation of health resources” is a
euphemism for rationing—denying care
based on cost. To that end, Senator
McCONNELL and I have introduced leg-
islation that would bar the Federal
Government from using comparative
effective research to delay or deny care
to anyone. That is a bare minimum
that we should do to prevent rationing
of care. Our bill, incidentally, is en-
dorsed by the American Medical Asso-
ciation.

Mr. President, government-run and
rationed approaches have caused much
pain to people in other countries—in
Canada, for example. In an article for
the Manhattan Institute’s City Jour-
nal, Dr. David Gratzer wrote of the
long waits that Canadians endure for
just about any procedure or diagnostic
test: seniors who lay on stretchers for
5 days in a hospital waiting room; a 3-
year wait list for a hernia operation; a
2-year delay for sleep apnea treatment;
a year-long delay for a hip replace-
ment, and so on.

It is one thing for Washington to
take over car companies. Getting it
wrong there usually would not lead to
life-or-death problems. But it is an en-
tirely different matter to allow Wash-
ington to go into business as the Na-
tion’s health care provider. Who is
going to protect you when they get it
wrong? To whom are you going to ap-
peal?

In his health care speeches, President
Obama has stressed that if you like
your current health care, you can keep
it if you don’t want to get on the Wash-
ington-run plan. That sounds all well
and good, but it would not play out
that way, according to health experts.

The Lewin Group produced a study
that shows, if enacted, the President’s
public option—the government-run in-
surance company—would displace 119
million happily insured Americans.
Their companies could take the easy
route and simply pay a fine, tell their
employees to sign up for Washington-
run health care, even if they do not
want it. How does that square with the
President’s assurances that patients
will get to keep what they have?

Most insured Americans like their
coverage. A May 14 Rasmussen poll
shows that 70 percent of Americans
rated their coverage as excellent—70
percent. Another 23 percent rated it as
fair. So most folks are happy with
their current insurance and would not
appreciate being pushed into Washing-
ton’s health care bureaucracy, with all
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of its complex rules and hours of wait-
ing on hold and webs of impenetrable
bureaucracy.

Then there is the matter of cost. How
much will it cost to add 47 million peo-
ple to the health care rolls? Who will
pay? To not know the answers to these
questions is to be fiscally irresponsible.
Yet we don’t even have precise esti-
mates from the Congressional Budget
Office whose responsibility it is to tell
Congress how much legislation will
cost the taxpayers. The preliminary es-
timate of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice shows that only a part of the
Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
Committee bill will cost $1 trillion, but
it only reduces the number of unin-
sured by 16 million people—$1 trillion
for 16 million people. The remainder of
the bill, by the way, has not even been
scored.

My math shows that is $62,250 per
person, and that only covers about one-
third of the 47 million who are said to
lack insurance. It doesn’t take into ac-
count the estimated 119 million in-
sureds who will be switched from the
private coverage they currently have
to the government program. So what
will the total cost be?

Mr. President, there is another con-
cern that hasn’t been much discussed
but needs to be raised. It is a major
concern for America’s seniors. Over the
weekend, the administration proposed
trimming Medicare’s budget to pay for
this new public plan. This is exactly
the wrong thing to do and can only
mean one thing: rationing and waiting
lists for America’s seniors. Seniors
want Congress to strengthen Medicare,
make it more efficient and, impor-
tantly, make it solvent. They want it
to serve as intended—to pay for the
health care of seniors. They do not
want its resources drained to pay for a
massive new plan for the 47 million un-
insured, plus the 119 million currently
insured but soon to be displaced into
the government system.

Seniors rightly ask: Won’t the new
demands for care greatly diminish the
quality of care seniors now receive and
lead to dangerous waits for tests and
treatment?

President Obama has acknowledged
that Medicare’s promises of treatment
are financially unsustainable. We
learned recently that Medicare’s liabil-
ity; that is, the amount of benefits
promised that are not covered by taxes,
is $38 trillion over the next 75 years.
One lesson we can draw from Medi-
care’s financial troubles—and veterans
health care, for that matter—is that
health care plans run by Washington
bureaucrats are not very efficient or
cost effective. They have no incentive
to be. In fact, the economic principle of
‘“‘the tragedy of the commons’ applies.
Since the money doesn’t belong to any
one individual or group, no incentive
exists to be cost efficient, to eliminate
waste, or to streamline the bureauc-
racy.

Another way to say it is: Who washes
their rent-a-car?
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Mr. President, seniors and veterans,
private insurance holders, small busi-
nesses, and employers that insure their
workers, the uninsured—in fact, all
Americans—should be given the chance
to review, discuss, and provide feed-
back on any legislation as important
as this health care reform. It will af-
fect the way we all get our health care.

I look forward to an ongoing dialogue
about the health care reform that we
all want, but we must not rush to
churn out and then hastily pass a plan
that will lead to rationing and the dis-
placement of millions from the insur-
ance they currently enjoy. It is of para-
mount importance that the principles
of quality care, choice, freedom, and
putting patients first triumph in the
reform we all want.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I
think virtually everybody in our coun-
try understands that America is in the
midst of a major health care crisis. We
have 46 million Americans without any
health insurance. We have even more
who are underinsured, and we have, in
addition to all of that, some 60 million
Americans—20 percent of our popu-
lation—who do not have access to a
doctor on a regular basis. The result of
that particular fact is that we lose over
18,000 Americans every year, Ameri-
cans who die needlessly—who should
not die—because they do not go to the
doctor when they should and get the
treatment they need. That is six times
every single year the number of people
we lost on 9/11—people who should not
die because they do not have access to
a doctor.

Mr. President, in the midst of this
horrendous lack of coverage—unique, I
should mention, among major nations
on Earth—the United States spends far
more per capita on health care than
any other nation, and those costs con-
tinue to soar. So when people make
international comparisons of the
United States with other nations on
how well or not well we are doing—and
that is good to do—we should always
remember we are spending almost
twice as much per capita on health
care as any other country. There is cer-
tainly something wrong and dysfunc-
tional about a system which spends so
much and yet leaves so many people
uninsured, underinsured, or without
access to a doctor or a dentist or other
preventive health care.

At $2.4 trillion and 18 percent of our
gross domestic product, the sky-
rocketing cost of health care in this
country is unsustainable both from a
personal point of view—the needs of in-
dividual Americans—and also from a
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macroeconomic perspective of what is
happening to our entire economy. At
the individual level, the average Amer-
ican today spends about $7,900 per year
on health care. Can you believe that?
Close to $8,000 per person on health
care?

We all know folks who are out there
making $20,000, $25,000, or $30,000 a
year, and we are spending, on average,
almost $8,000 per person.

Despite that huge outlay—unprece-
dented in the world—a recent study
found that medical problems contrib-
uted to 62 percent of all bankruptcies
in 2007. I should add that most of the
people who went bankrupt had health
insurance. They had health insurance.
But what they had was inadequate
health insurance.

From a business perspective—as op-
posed to the needs of an individual—
General Motors spends more money on
health care per automobile than they
do on steel—more money on health
care than on steel—which might lead
us to understand why they are where
they are today.

Small business owners in the State of
Vermont and around this country are
forced to divert hard-earned profits
into health coverage for their employ-
ees rather than new business invest-
ments. Many small businesses are try-
ing to do the right thing for their em-
ployees, spending more than they have
for health coverage so they do not have
the money available to make the in-
vestments they need to make their
businesses grow. The result of that, of
course, is as a result of soaring health
care costs—going up 10, 15, 20 percent a
year—many small- and medium-size
businesses are cutting back drastically
on their level of health care coverage
or, in some cases, they are doing away
with it entirely.

More and more businesses in America
are simply saying: I cannot afford to
provide health insurance to my work-
ers. Despite all of that—that we spend
almost twice as much per person on
health care as any other country—peo-
ple will say: Since you spend all that
money, the results must be great. But
that is not the case. The bottom line is
we get poor value for what we spend.

According to the World Health Orga-
nization, the United States ranks 37th
in terms of health system performance.
We are far behind many other coun-
tries in terms of such important indi-
ces as infant mortality, life expect-
ancy, and preventable deaths.

So we are spending almost double
what any other country on Earth is
spending. We have 46 million without
any health insurance, we have more
who are underinsured, we have thou-
sands who die because they cannot get
to a doctor, and then in many other
health care outcomes we are behind
many other countries around the
world—some of which are spending far
less per person than we are spending.

It seems to me, as the health care de-
bate in Congress heats up, we as a na-
tion have to ask two fundamental ques-
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tions. Different people will have dif-
ferent answers to them, but here are
the two questions I think we have to
ask: First, as a nation, should all
Americans be entitled to health care as
a right? That is the first question.

Honest people will have differences of
opinion. Some people will say: You
know what. Some people have big cars,
some people have small cars. Some
people have big houses, some people
have small houses. Some people have
good health insurance, some people
have no health insurance. That is the
way life goes. Some people hold that
view.

I do not. I think in America we
should understand that every single
person should be entitled to quality,
comprehensive, affordable health care.
In fact, I think most Americans believe
the same thing.

Second, if we are to provide quality
health care to every man, woman, and
child in this country, how do we do it
in a way that does not bankrupt the
Nation? How do we do it in a cost-effec-
tive way? Those are the two questions
that we have to ask ourselves.

I think the answer to the first ques-
tion is pretty clear and, in fact, it is
one of the reasons Barack Obama was
elected President of the United States.
Most Americans do believe all of us
should have health care and nobody
should be left out of the system. We
have a hard time understanding that
Joe Smith who works for one company
has good health care, and his neighbor,
Mary Evans, who works for another
company, does not have any health in-
surance at all. What sense is that?

I think as a nation we are coming to
understand all of our people are enti-
tled to health care as a right, as Amer-
icans, and the challenge we face is how
do we do it in a cost-effective way. In
that regard, I think—and I obviously
speak just for myself—the evidence is
overwhelming that we must end the
private insurance company domination
of health care in our country and move
toward a publicly funded, single-payer,
Medicare-for-all approach. I think the
evidence is overwhelming that if you
want universal, comprehensive, quality
health care for all people, that is actu-
ally the only way you can do it.

Our current private health insurance
system is the most costly, wasteful,
complicated, and bureaucratic in the
world. Just today—not yesterday, just
today—I spoke to an individual who
has a law degree, a very smart guy. His
wife has a Ph.D. They went through
the Federal employee benefit package.
Between a Ph.D. and a lawyer, they
spent hours trying to figure out what
particular program could work best for
them.

All over America, people are spend-
ing countless hours trying to figure
out: Is it this program? Is it that pro-
gram? I am young; I might not get sick
but, you know, I have a history of can-
cer in my family. Should I get com-
prehensive? Should I get a high deduct-
ible? If I am a small business I can only

S6639

negotiate this, if I am General Motors
I can self insure. What should I do?

The answer is, there are 1,300 sepa-
rate private insurance companies in
America peddling thousands and thou-
sands of different plans. Let’s be very
clear, if in fact, anybody has not
caught on yet; the function of a private
health insurance company is not to
provide health care. It is to make as
much money as possible. That is what
its reason for existence is about.

In fact, when a private health insur-
ance company denies health care, it
makes more money. In fact, the record
is pretty clear that private health in-
surance companies have given bonuses
to people, their own employees, who
are successful in throwing people off of
the insurance policy because those peo-
ple were running up high health care
costs. Thus, we have the insane phe-
nomenon of something called a pre-
existing condition.

What a term that is, preexisting con-
dition—meaning a person cannot get
coverage for the illness they need to be
covered for most. The person who had
cancer 3 years ago and is worried about
a recurrence of cancer—sorry, we can’t
provide insurance to you.

Then you have other circumstances
where somebody gets really sick, runs
up a high medical bill, and the insur-
ance company says: Oh, we don’t want
to continue your policy because we had
to pay out so much money. We want to
go to some young guy who can run the
marathon and promises us never to get
sick. Those are the guys we want to
cover.

This is an insane system. It is a
wasteful system. It is a bureaucratic
system. How many people are spending
half their lives on the telephone, argu-
ing with insurance companies to cover
the claims they thought they were cov-
ered for? So people on one end of the
phone are spending huge amounts of
time and money doing that, and at the
other end of the phone we are paying
someone to tell us we don’t have cov-
erage for what we thought we did have
coverage.

With thousands of different health
benefit programs designed to maximize
profits, not provide health care, private
health insurance companies spend an
incredible 30 percent of each health
care dollar on administration and bill-
ing, exorbitant CEO compensation
packages, advertising, lobbying, and
campaign contributions.

One of the lovely things the insur-
ance companies do and the pharma-
ceutical companies do is, after they rip
you off and they make huge profits,
they take some of that money to hire
all these fancy guys in Washington,
DC, to protect the status quo.

The bottom line is—and all of the
evidence makes this clear—public pro-
grams such as Medicare, Medicaid, the
SCHIP Program, and the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration are administered for far
less money than are private health in-
surance companies.

In recent years, while we have experi-
enced an acute shortage of primary
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health care doctors, nurses, and den-
tists, we are paying for a huge increase
in health care bureaucrats and bill col-
lectors. Here is the insanity, the
dysfunctionality of the current system:
We do not have enough primary health
care doctors, we don’t have enough
dentists, we do not have enough nurses,
we do not have enough medical per-
sonnel—we don’t have enough of those
people, but over the last three decades
we have seen an explosion in the num-
ber of health care bureaucrats and peo-
ple who are bill collectors.

To my mind, I would rather see
somebody hired who can help somebody
get well or prevent disease, not some-
body on the telephone billing or argu-
ing about what we owe or do not owe.
The fact is, over the last three decades
the number of administrative per-
sonnel has grown by 25 times the num-
bers of physicians—25 times more bu-
reaucrats than physicians. We do not
need health care bureaucrats pushing
paper. We need primary health care
doctors delivering babies, taking care
of the elderly, and taking care of those
people who are sick.

Not surprisingly, while health care
costs are soaring, so are the profits of
private health insurance companies.
From 2003 to 2007, the combined profits
of the Nation’s major health insurance
companies increased by 170 percent.
Health care costs are soaring, profits of
the health insurance companies are
also soaring, and while more and more
Americans are losing their jobs and
health insurance, the top executives in
the industry are receiving lavish com-
pensation packages. It is not just Wil-
liam McGuire, the former head of
United Health, who several years ago
accumulated stock options worth an
estimated $1.6 billion.

OK, $1.6 billion a few years ago for
the CEO of United Health and we do
not have enough money to provide
health care to people who are unin-
sured? It is not just the head of Cigna,
Edward Hanway, who made more than
$120 million in the last 5 years. The
fact is, CEO compensation for the top
private health insurance companies
now averages over $14 million apiece.

Moving toward a national health in-
surance program which provides cost-
effective, universal, comprehensive,
and quality health care for all will not
be easy. It is the major political strug-
gle that we face right now. The power-
ful special interests—and they are all
over Capitol Hill. The lobbyists are
here. In the midst of the recession, I
would suggest that while unemploy-
ment in general is soaring, my strong
guess is that unemployment for health
care lobbyists and pharmaceutical in-
dustry lobbyists is going down. Those
guys have plenty of work, and they are
making plenty of money. I am quite
confident that those Ilobbyists will
wage an all-out fight to make sure we
maintain the current dysfunctional
system which enables them, the insur-
ance companies and the drug compa-
nies, to make millions and billions of
dollars in profits.
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In recent years they have spent hun-
dreds of millions on lobbying, cam-
paign contributions, and advertising
with unlimited resources. We have no
reason to believe they will not con-
tinue to spend as much as they need.
But at the end of the day, as difficult
as it may be, the fight for a national
health care program will prevail. Dec-
ade after decade, all over this country
people fought for a civil rights move-
ment which said we will judge human
beings not on their color but on their
character, who they are as a human
being. The struggle for women’s rights
went on decade after decade before
women had the right to vote or had a
seat at the table.

In my view, the struggle for health
care is the civil rights struggle of
today, and I believe 30 years from now,
50 years from now, people will look
back and say: I don’t believe there was
a time in America where people who
got sick couldn’t find a doctor, where
people went bankrupt because they
committed the crime of being sick or
having cancer. I do not believe that.

Our job is to bring that day when
every American has health care as a
right in a comprehensive, cost-effective
manner. Our job is to make that day
come sooner rather than later. If we
work together and if we have the cour-
age to stand up to the big money inter-
ests who want to maintain the status
quo, we, in fact, can do that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alabama is rec-
ognized.

———
TREASURY BOND YIELD UPDATE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, about
2 weeks ago I spoke on the floor about
the unprecedented budget deficits this
country is now facing and the fact we
are spending money we do not have. I
specifically discussed the impact that
is having on Treasury yields.

What we know is that President
Obama’s budget has been scored by the
Congressional Budget Office, which is
our group, and I think they do a pretty
good job. They take pride in being
independent and fair. The head of it
was selected by the Democratic major-
ity in the Senate. It is certainly not a
Republican organization. They are just
fair, trying to do the best they can to
try to calculate the numbers.

What they calculated was that at the
rate of deficit spending we are now un-
dertaking, the total American debt will
double in 10 years, from $5.7 trillion to
over $11 trillion. In 10 years it will tri-
ple to $17 trillion.

That is a lot of debt. You might ask
how do you do that? How do you spend
more money than you take in? The
way we do it is we borrow it, just like
other people do. The Government bor-
rows it. The way it does is, it puts out
an auction or sale of Treasury bonds or
bills, T-bills they call them, and people
buy those things if they choose to do
so, and the Government pays them a
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certain interest rate, whatever the in-
terest rate is at the time.

On short-term debt instruments—
short term are under a few months—
those interest rates are still rather low
because people are panicked over the
economic situation. They are afraid to
put their money in the stock market,
so they bought Treasury bills. Other
people around the world did too. They
are not getting much interest, but they
believe the Government will pay them
back in dollars, eventually.

So what has been happening to the
10-year Treasury bill, one of the foun-
dations of our borrowing, is the rate
has continued to go up. Two weeks ago,
I pointed out that the 10-year Treasury
yield had increased 54 percent this
year, at that time from 2.4 percent in
January, to 3.7 percent. Barron’s, a
major financial publication, predicted
a few weeks ago that Treasury yields
could top 4 percent this year.

Well, guess what. Treasury yields
topped 4 percent last week. The Wall
Street Journal in a front-page article
on June 11 said that the 10-year Treas-
ury yield briefly hit 4 percent yester-
day afternoon before closing at 3.94
percent. That would be a 67-percent in-
crease in the Treasury bill interest
rate just this year.

Why are the rates going up? It seems
there is some disagreement between
Washington and Wall Street. The Wall
Street Journal article says this:

Many policymakers see the rise in Treas-
ury yields as a sign that investors are opti-
mistic that the economy is on the mend. But
many market participants say higher long-
term bond yields indicate investors are in-
creasingly worried about inflation.

So I interpret that to mean that the
Washington politico crowd, looking to
see a positive vision here, say it is be-
cause the economy is doing better. And
that could be a factor. But the folks on
Wall Street, who are buying the T bills,
say differently.

Is the government responsible for
this increase in interest rates? It seems
that is a real possibility. The Federal
Reserve is creating inflation concerns
through its massive asset purchase pro-
gram. The Fed plans to purchase $1.25
trillion in mortgage-backed securities,
$200 billion in Freddie Mac and Fannie
Mae debt, and $300 billion in Treasury
bills this year. Since there are not
enough people who want to buy the
Treasury bills, the Federal Reserve is
stepping in and buying them in an at-
tempt to keep the rate down.

So far the Fed has purchased $481 bil-
lion in mortgage-backed securities, and
$130 billion in Treasuries. The inten-
tion of the program is to reduce the
Treasury yield and interest rates, but
it may be backfiring. A Forbes.com ar-
ticle on May 28 quotes former Federal
Reserve Governor Lawrence Meyer on
how this kind of action could actually
have a different impact. It could actu-
ally cause inflation and even cause a
rise in the Treasury bond yield.

This is what he said:

This can become counterproductive. To the
extent that you stoke inflation fears and you
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get an inflation risk premium built in [to the
bond yield] you can’t ease that away. You do
have to be careful and more measured than
that.

In other words, when there is a per-
ception which may be reality that not
enough people are willing to buy these
Treasury bonds at lower rates, because
they think even 4 percent may not be
enough because they may fear that in-
flation is going to be 6 or 7 percent
down the road, they do not want to
lock themselves in for 10 years at a 4-
percent interest rate that is below the
inflation rate. So the Fed steps in and
buys some of this to keep it low, and
that may be having the perverse incen-
tive of causing a belief to occur in the
marketplace that inflation is on the
way, and scares people even more.

Also let me say this about the vol-
untary purchase of Treasury bills by
citizens of the United States, people in
China, the Middle East, and around the
world. They do not have to buy Treas-
ury bills. We are going to be offering
amounts, these kinds of bills, in vol-
ume we have never offered before in
the history of the Republic.

So the question is, who wants to buy
them? Who wants to hold a mortgage
on the United States? What if we in-
flate our currency? Maybe 4 percent is
not enough. Maybe they want more.
Maybe China, which had a huge trade
surplus a few years ago, is deciding
they are not going to buy so many
Treasury bills in the United States.
Maybe they decide they need to invest
in their own economy, which is not
doing as well as it has done in the past.

The same about the Middle East.
They used to have huge reserves of
American money as a result of the high
price of gasoline and price of oil on the
world market. That price dropped
some. So perhaps they do not have as
much money to buy our Treasury bills
either.

So who is going to buy them? We are
not talking about a little bit, we are
talking about going from $5 trillion in
total debt today to $11 trillion in 5
years, and $17 trillion in 10 years. So
we are talking about over $10 trillion
in new debt we have to sell to someone
in the world market.

Also, what is the impact of the Fed-
eral Reserve, that entity we have cre-
ated by law, when they buy Treasury
bills? What occurs there? I remember
hearing Mr. Bernanke, the Federal Re-
serve Chairman, talking about this on
“60 Minutes.” Some of you may have
seen him being interviewed on that
program. I went back and had the tran-
script of that program called up, and
we reviewed it. It is what I thought he
said. In response to reporter Scott
Pelley’s question, Chairman Bernanke
said about the Fed’s programs:

It’s much more akin to printing money
than it is to borrowing.

Mr. Pelley replied:

You've been printing money?

And Mr. Bernanke replied:

Well, effectively.

And he added:
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And we need to do that, because our econ-
omy is very weak and inflation is very low.

So if you want to know the definition
of printing money, that is it. Some
people say that is not a fair thing to
say; we are not printing money. Mr.
Bernanke says we are printing money.
He is the Chief of the Fed. He is the
guy who does it.

Why does this matter to the average
American? Even those who are not
planning to buy a Treasury bill any
time soon will be affected. That is be-
cause mortgage interest rates—what
we pay to borrow money to buy a house
with—track the 10-year Treasury yield.
So as the 10-year Treasury goes up,
mortgage rates go up too, and it is
much harder for people to buy a home
or to refinance. Or if you want to sell
a home, it is harder for the person who
wants to buy it to borrow the money.
He has got to pay considerably more
for a house in the interest rate. In fact,
according to the Wall Street journal,
30-year mortgage rates have gone up 16
percent in the past 2 weeks, from 5 per-
cent to 5.79 percent. This is the money,
when you go out, you have to borrow
money to buy a house with. What we
need to happen in America is people
buying homes and taking them off the
market.

There is a huge difference between 5
percent and 6 percent. On $100,000, 5
percent interest would be $5,000 a year
you pay in interest; $400-plus a month.
On 6 percent interest, it is $6,000 a year,
or $100 more a month on $100,000. For a
$200,000 mortgage it would be twice
that. It would be $2,000 or $3,000 more a
year you would pay in interest alone
because the rate went up a bit.

We were hoping that the interest
rates would stay low to encourage peo-
ple to buy homes, encourage people to
refinance, and be able to live a better
life. The Wall Street Journal article
said that this increase—from 5 to al-
most 6 percent—will cut the number of
people with an incentive to refinance
their homes and save money by paying
less interest by half.

Let me mention one more thing. One
of the things that is interesting in all
of this is the impact our spending has
had on the economy. We all hoped it
would have a pretty dramatic impact.
But it is not being nearly as effective
as people thought. Even I thought we
would have some impact in the short
term.

But I believe that CBO is correct.
When we passed the $800 billion stim-
ulus package that was supposed to put
money out into the economy to build
roads and bridges, we found out only 4
percent of the money went to roads and
bridges, 96 percent went to other kinds
of government spending, but that $800
billion was supposed to create a good
bit of jobs and get this economy mov-
ing.

I want to say things are not going as
well as we would like. I remain opti-
mistic. The Fed is doing all of these
things, the spending is coming along.
Surely we are going to have a benefit
from that in the near term.
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But this shows the deficit surge. The
deficit, by which I mean how much
more money we are spending than we
take in. This goes through March of
this year. You can see how the deficit
is increasing, how much our shortfall
is. And by March, it has already topped
$953 billion.

That is more than twice the biggest
deficit President Bush ever had. And he
was criticized for his deficit. That is
twice. We have not gotten to the end of
the fiscal year yet.

What the CBO projects—this is our
own Congressional Budget Office, their
numbers, and they are running the
tally of how much we are spending and
how much is coming in. They calculate
by the end of the year the deficit will
be $1.8 trillion, which is about four
times the highest deficit President
Bush ever had.

I say that because people say: Well,
President Bush had deficits too. Yes,
he did. A lot of that was not justified,
in my opinion. But we never had defi-
cits like this in the history of the
American Republic. And you do have to
borrow this money.

This is in March. By September 30,
we are looking at a deficit of $1.8 tril-
lion this year alone. And the whole
debt of the American Republic, since
its founding, is about 5.7 trillion before
this year started. What is that? That is
one-third in 1 year.

We hoped that spending and this ac-
tivity would help improve the unem-
ployment rate. But you can see, it is
going up. It was 6.6 and it has gone up
to 8.5. Well, it is not 8.5 percent. That
was in March. The latest number is 9.4
percent.

So I do not know how much real
boost we have gotten from this reck-
less spending. So much of it we knew
was not job creating, and we debated
that. It was clear that a lot of this was
the kind of spending that would not
create jobs. As I said, you heard about
roads and bridges. Well, only 4 percent
of the money went to roads and
bridges. A lot of it went to all kinds of
programs that are not job-creating pro-
grams. So I am concerned about that.

This is a vibrant country, and I think
we have the capability of bouncing
back from hard times. I will just say,
we are at 9.4 percent unemployment.
Unemployment in the early 1980s,
under President Reagan, when they
had to break the back of surging infla-
tion, they broke the back of 13-percent
inflation. Unemployment hit 10.8 per-
cent. So it is not as bad as it was in the
1980s, and we bounced back from that,
and we can bounce back from this.

But I have to say to my colleagues, if
we do not have fiscal sanity in how we
do our business, if we do not have a
possibility of showing growth in reve-
nues from economic growth and the
containment of spending—and our defi-
cits are surging for as far as the eye
can see—then I am not sure we will
have the kind of healthy, robust resur-
gence we would normally expect to
occur after a recession.
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Look at these numbers. This is very
disturbing. We borrow all this money,
and we spend it today. I know a great
lawyer who has written a book, ‘““The
Case for Character.” He said: This is a
question of character, what I am going
to talk to you about here. It is a ques-
tion about the moral character of the
Congress and the President of the
United States and how we approach our
duties in a responsible manner.

In 2009, this year, we expect that the
taxpayers of the United States—on the
$56.7 trillion we have borrowed—will pay
$170 billion in interest. That is a total
loss. That is money that goes out to
people who have loaned us money. It is
interest, just like on your credit card
or on your mortgage—3$170 billion. And
look how it goes up. This is a chart I
have of the interest each year. And 10
years from now, if we follow the Presi-
dent’s budget, it will be $806 billion, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office.

All right. That is just money. How
much is that? How much is $806 billion?
Let me tell you what we do today. The
Federal highway bill is about $40 bil-
lion. The Federal aid to education in
all its forms is about $100 billion. So
now, since we take money from the fu-
ture, and we spend it today in a reck-
less way, I think, to get some sort of
hope for stimulus we have not seen
much of, we are going to saddle the
people in 2019 with an annual debt pay-
ment of $806 billion—10 times the Fed-
eral education budget, 20 times-plus
the highway budget. So we do need to
be focused on this issue.

Let me say one more thing. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office,
the deficit is supposed to drop down in
2 or 3 years, but already it looks as if
we will not meet those numbers. The
economy is not as strong as they were
projecting. It was a rosy scenario. But
they project about $600 billion is what
the deficit will be 2 or 3 years from
now—30, 40 percent higher than any-
thing President Bush ever had—$600
billion. Then it starts up again, and it
goes up to the 10th year. And in the
10th year, under the scoring of the
President’s budget by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the deficit will be
over $1 trillion in that year—$1.1 tril-
lion.

That is not sustainable. And they are
not projecting an economic slowdown.
They are projecting modest growth
over that period of time, solid growth
for the last 5 years during this period.
If we have a recession, presumably the
deficits would be even larger than that.

I guess I would say to my colleagues,
this is a matter we need to start think-
ing about. It cannot be ignored. Noth-
ing comes from nothing. If you get
money to spend today, you must spend
every dollar of it with care because you
have borrowed it from the future, and
somebody has to pay it back. It is not
free money. Maybe it feels as if it is
free today because we did not have to
pay higher taxes or we did not cut
some other spending program to get
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the money to do what we would like to
do with it. We just borrowed it. But
borrowing has consequences.

Every year from here on out, that
$806 billion will go up probably because
in 2019 they expect not a balanced
budget but an annual deficit of that
yvear to be over $1 trillion. So the thing
is going to continue to worsen. If we do
not make some changes, this will con-
tinue.

By the way, this does not include the
spending we are talking about on
health care, which you heard a speech
about earlier. I will say this about it:
the Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions Committee has released details
on a bill. According to CBO, what they
have released so far scores at $1 tril-
lion. Oh, we just got another $1 trillion
not calculated in these numbers. ‘“Well,
everybody just needs to have health in-
surance.’”” So who is going to pay for it?

We have to be smart. We have to see
how we can improve health care, get
more people insured, create a better
system with the absolute lowest pos-
sible cost because we cannot continue
this kind of reckless spending. Instead
of learning a lesson from the already
surging deficits, we seem to be blithely
going on with a huge new spending pro-
gram on top of that.

The American people, I think, are un-
easy. They think we are out of control
up here. They do not think they have
ever seen anything like this: deficits
the likes of which we have never seen
in peacetime.

The U.S. Government passed a bill
last fall that was supposed to buy toxic
mortgages from banks, and now they
bought a controlling share in General
Motors. How did this happen? Did Con-
gress ever vote on that? No. We did not
vote on it. They took advantage of the
language in that bill, which I was op-
posed to and voted against. One of the
reasons I opposed it was because it was
too broad and an unbelievable abroga-
tion of congressional power to the Sec-
retary of Treasury, who had already
helped lead us into financial catas-
trophe. But people in panic, they all
voted and gave him this power.

Did anybody know we were going to
use that money to buy an automobile
company? No. In fact, Secretary
Paulson at one point was asked at a
hearing: What about buying stock in
banks? This was supposed to be helping
the banks. In the House committee, he
said, no, we did not want to buy stock
in banks. But a week after that bill
passed, he was buying stock in banks.
And they have not yet begun to buy
toxic mortgages. Maybe they will begin
soon. They say they have a plan now.

I am saying the American people are
right to be concerned about the reck-
less, irresponsible behavior of this gov-
ernment in Washington. I hope they
will continue to watch what is going
on. I hope the American people will
speak out and let the folks up here
know they expect us to do something
more than deal with the problem next
week. They expect us to be thinking
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about the long-term health of the
American economy.

I heard a well-known financial expert
say: Well, you know what? I am not
saying there will be reckless inflation
occurring, although some people are
predicting that. He said: After Presi-
dent Reagan broke inflation and we got
the economy on a sound track, the
economy grew at about 3 percent a
year and inflation was about 2 percent.
He said: What I am worried about is
that what we are going to see in the
next 10 years is inflation at about 3
percent and growth at about 2 percent.
That is not good. You want your
growth to exceed the inflation rate.

I do not know what will happen. I
cannot predict it. But I know this: We
are going to have less money to spend
on the things we need because we are
going to have to be paying a huge
amount in interest. Those are real con-
cerns. This matter is not going away. I
believe the American people are be-
coming more and more attuned to
these matters. That is what the Tea
parties were about—a sort of sponta-
neous reaction by the American people
saying: What are you guys doing up
there? Surely you know this is not the
way to handle America’s business.

I will say, I am going to continue to
report on things that are developing.
Surely we will begin to see some im-
provement in the unemployment rate
and maybe some economic growth in
the weeks to come. You would nor-
mally expect that when you pump the
kind of money we have pumped into
this economy. But in the long run, this
begins to drag down the gains you
make in the short run. That is what I
am saying.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice said—analyzing the stimulus pack-
age alone—it would increase our GDP,
our growth for 2 to 3 years, but if you
took that over 10 years, the economy
would grow less over the 10 years than
if we had no stimulus package at all.
That is because when you borrow
money, not only do you have to pay in-
terest on it, but it crowds out bor-
rowing from the private sector.

If a corporation wants to borrow
money through the issuance of bonds,
they are having to compete with the
Treasury bills that are now paying 4
percent, and they will have to pay a
good bit more because people think the
Treasury bills are better, safer invest-
ments than some private corporate
bonds. It hurts the private sector be-
cause now they are paying consider-
ably higher interest rates to get people
to loan money to them instead of loan-
ing it to the U.S. Government.

I thank the Presiding Officer for the
opportunity to share this. I hope and
pray we can all figure out a way to
work together to do a better job of
being stewards of this economy. It is a
high responsibility we have. No one
knows everything. No one has a perfect
answer to it. We are going to have to
g0 through some tough times. I think
that is clear, and there is no need to
sugar-coat that.
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I am not blaming President Obama
for everything that has gone wrong,
and he inherited so much of this. I have
talked about Secretary Paulson. I do
not think Secretary Geithner is any
better. He was Secretary Paulson’s top
adviser when they came up with this
plan last fall.

But, at any rate, we need to get our
heads together and know one funda-
mental thing: Nothing comes from
nothing. There is no free lunch. If you
borrow money to spend today, there
will be a cost in the future, and those
costs can outweigh the benefits that
are occurring today.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAUFMAN). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. BURRIS. Mr. President, we live
in a world divided. International ten-
sion, mistrust, and even war too often
separate Nation from Nation. But
every 2 years, 10,000 athletes from more
than 200 countries come together to
celebrate the human spirit. They meet
in competition, arriving on the world
stage from all five inhabited con-
tinents. Each of these five continents
is represented by a single-colored cir-
cle—a ring intertwined with four oth-
ers to form the familiar symbol worn
by every Olympic athlete. The Olympic
and the Paralympic games are a power-
ful force for world unity and a boon to
any city that hosts them.

In 2016, the summer games will bring
millions of dollars and the inter-
national spotlight to one of four world
cities. Selected by the U.S. Olympic
Committee from a broad field of can-
didate cities, Chicago is one of only
four finalists for the 2016 Olympics,
along with Madrid, Rio de Janeiro, and
Tokyo. The International Olympic
Committee will make their final selec-
tion this October.

We must work hard to bring the
Olympic games back to the United
States. There is no greater honor than
representing your country on the world
stage. I am convinced there is no great-
er city in the world than Chicago.

As President Obama and I can both
attest, Chicago is a diverse and inclu-
sive city. Situated on the banks of the
beautiful Lake Michigan, it is the
jewel of the Midwest. Chicago has al-
ways been a global leader in culture,
art, architecture, commerce, sports,
and even cuisine.

The Olympic spirit is alive and well
in Chicago. The Chicago 2016 Olympic
Committee recognizes the importance
of the games and in renewing old
friendships around the world, as well as
establishing new ones. This ideal and
the value of the ‘‘friendship through
sports,” is at the heart of the city’s
Olympic bid. It is a city I am proud to
call home, and it showcases much of
what makes this country so great.
That is why it is the ideal site for the
Olympic and the Paralympic games.

For the athletes, world-class training
facilities and event locations would be
very close together, allowing for con-
venience and ease. For visitors, out-
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standing public transportation and
modern infrastructure would make all
events readily accessible and easy to
attend. For residents of the city and
people across the United States, Chi-
cago would shine on the world stage,
and millions of dollars would pour in
from across the globe.

Especially if we pass S. 1023, pro-
moting travel to the United States and
relaying better information to visitors,
Chicago will be the clear choice for the
International Olympic Committee in
October.

This important legislation, known as
the Travel Promotion Act of 2009,
would create a nonprofit corporation as
well as a government Office of Travel
Promotion. These organizations would
work together to encourage business,
leisure, and scholarly travel to the
United States, restoring important
components of our struggling economy.

Travel and tourism, which generates
as much as $1.3 trillion in the United
States every year, has been on the de-
cline since 2001, although the same in-
dustries have grown in many other
countries. We must act swiftly to pro-
tect the 8.3 million American jobs that
are directly related to travel and tour-
ism. This means welcoming more over-
seas visitors each year—visitors who
already spend $142 billion inside the
United States on an annual basis.

An increase in international tourism
would increase the profile of the Chi-
cago Olympic bid. The 2016 Olympics,
in turn, would generate even more
international tourism in Illinois and
across the country. S. 1023 would help
this massive influx of visitors travel
into the United States with ease. This
would create jobs, increase tax rev-
enue, and build stronger friendships
across the globe.

There are few international spec-
tacles as singular and as inspiring as
the Olympic and the Paralympic
games. A force for unity in a world di-
vided, these competitions have the
power to bring us together as one peo-
ple, celebrating the human spirit with
one voice.

I urge my colleagues to join Senator
DORGAN and Senator ENZI in supporting
S. 1023. This legislation would help to
bring visitors from all over the world
to the United States and would also
help bring the 2016 Olympics to Chi-
cago, IL, because I have a special inter-
est in bringing those Olympics to my
hometown.

Thank you. I yield the floor and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, every year thousands of people
travel to Colorado to enjoy some of the
most exciting recreation opportunities

The
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in the world. Although my home State
is known for its skiing, we are a sum-
mertime destination with 4 national
parks, 5 national monuments, and 41
State parks for travelers to enjoy. Visi-
tors can go white-water rafting down
the Colorado River or hike and climb
in the magnificent Rockies. We have
Wild West ghost towns, historic rail-
roads, and American Indian cultural
sites to visit.

Obviously, travel and tourism is an
incredibly important sector of Colo-
rado’s economy. For every $1 million
spent in Colorado by domestic and
international travelers, 11 jobs are cre-
ated. Travel and tourism generated
$13.7 billion in revenue in 2007 in Colo-
rado alone, and almost 150,000 Colo-
radans owe their jobs to that industry.

That is why today I rise to express
my support for the Travel Promotion
Act of 2009. T am a proud cosponsor of
this bill, which has strong support
from Members across the aisle, and I
look forward to voting for its passage
later this week.

While I have listed just the beginning
of the numerous reasons to visit Colo-
rado, the truth is that our tourism and
travel industry has suffered in recent
years. Many people do not realize it,
but across our great country our tour-
ism industry never fully recovered
after September 11, particularly when
it comes to travel from outside our
country into the United States. That
compares with this fact: Travel around
the world has dramatically increased
in the past decade while travel to the
United States has dropped. In 2008, we
welcomed fewer visitors to our country
than we did in the year 2000. Why? Part
of the problem is that visitors from
overseas have been confused by the new
procedures for entering our country.
Foreign visitors also say they don’t
think we are making much of an effort
to attract international travelers. That
is costing communities across our
country billions of dollars in lost rev-
enue. In fact, one study suggested over
$182 billion has been lost since Sep-
tember 11, 2001.

In my State of Colorado, the travel
and tourism industry is a strong eco-
nomic engine. It is one we have to keep
strong and in which we have to invest.
Part of that is in changing the percep-
tion that the United States is not in-
terested in hosting foreign tourists.
That is the point of this legislation.
The legislation before us would help re-
vive international travel to the United
States so we can get that economic en-
gine revved up to its full capacity.

The purpose of the bill is to sell trav-
el to the United States to overseas
tourists, including areas that are not
well-known destinations. Of course, the
Presiding Officer’s State is also a place
where we want to attract people to its
wonderful beaches and wonderful his-
torical sites in the great State of Dela-
ware.

Let me tell you quickly some of the
details in this legislation. It would es-
tablish a Corporation for Travel Pro-
motion which would be an independent,
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nonprofit corporation governed by an
11-member board that the Secretary of
Commerce would appoint. It would cre-
ate an Office of Travel Promotion in
the Department of Commerce to de-
velop the programs to increase the
number of international visitors to the
United States. And it would set up a
travel promotion fund which would be
financed by private-public matching
dollars. Much of the cost would be
borne by international travelers who
would pay a $10 fee collected through
the electronic system for travel au-
thorization.

Other countries are spending billions
of dollars on travel promotions. Those
of us who sponsored this legislation
and hopefully will vote for it over-
whelmingly at the end of this week
think we should stay competitive with
other countries. The Travel Promotion
Act would directly contribute to the
economic recovery of our travel and
tourism industry. It would spur job
growth, and it would contribute to the
tax base of local, regional, and State
governments, many of which are forced
to make, as we know all too well, dras-
tic cuts in this tough economic time.

As well, before I close, I wish to men-
tion that there are nonfinancial bene-
fits to international travel as well. I
wish to quote that great American
Mark Twain. He said:

Travel is fatal to prejudice, bigotry, and
narrow-mindedness.

America’s image in the world, as we
know, has suffered greatly over the
past several years, but travel to our
country, to America, is one of our most
effective tools of public diplomacy.
Studies have shown over and over that
when people come to our country, they
return home with a very positive view
of not just our country as it is de-
scribed in the books but the landscapes
and the people and the way we live our
lives. In addition to helping strengthen
our economy, this bill would strength-
en our place in the world.

I end by thanking and acknowledging
the chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee, Senator ROCKEFELLER, the
ranking member, Senator HUTCHISON,
and Senator DORGAN for quickly bring-
ing this legislation to the floor. I look
forward to the passage of the Travel
Promotion Act so we can continue to
get travel and tourism and, of course,
our economy back on track.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-

lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
once tourists come to West Virginia,
they often return. From the Appa-
lachian Trail to the Monongahela Na-
tional Forest, the beauty of our State
is unparalleled and our people are wel-
coming.

Tourism in West Virginia also cre-
ates jobs. As a result, our State spends
money to promote West Virginia in the
surrounding States as a tourist des-
tination. But we surely would welcome
more international tourists as well.

Increasing overseas travel and tour-
ism is a shovel-ready economic stim-
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ulus that will create thousands of jobs
across the country—including West
Virginia. With the dollar at a low com-
pared to other currencies, America is a
bargain. We are open and ready for
business. Unfortunately, the rest of the
world doesn’t know it.

Compared to other countries, the
United States fails to effectively adver-
tise and promote itself overseas as a
tourism destination. In 1992, the United
States attracted 9.4 percent of all
international tourists; in 2007, the
United States attracted only 6.8 per-
cent. Since 2000, the United States’
share of international travelers has de-
clined by 20 percent.

Meanwhile, the rest of the world is
promoting itself—often employing the
best Madison Avenue techniques used
for marketing heart medications and
luxury cars. We all see enticing tele-
vision advertisements to visit Italy,
Greece, Jamaica, Ireland, Canada, Aus-
tralia and Brazil. But few residents of
those countries see advertisements en-
ticing them to come to the United
States—and to spend their money in
the United States.

If the United States had simply kept
pace with global travel trends, 58 mil-
lion more overseas travelers would
have visited the United States between
2000 and 2008. Those travelers would
have generated 245,000 tourism jobs in
2008 alone.

The average overseas visitor to the
United States spends $4,500 per visit.
That means every 23,000 overseas visi-
tors pump $100 million into the U.S.
economy.

We have spent billions of dollars to
prevent the collapse of industries and
billions of dollars to put people to
work. But today, through the Travel
Promotion Act of 2009, just $10 million
will plant the seeds for leveraging pri-
vate sector investment to increase the
number of U.S.-based tourism jobs.

Americans always have had a healthy
skepticism about the role of govern-
ment—what it should do and what it
shouldn’t do. To promote travel and
tourism, we have long thought that the
private sector—the companies that
make money from tourism—should
promote themselves. And some of the
larger private sector players have pro-
moted their specific interests overseas.

But a private sector effort to fund a
general ‘““‘Come to America’” campaign
targeting overseas travelers has never
fully materialized. When a resort or
theme park spends advertising money
overseas, they want the viewers to
visit their destination, not just the
United States. Some of our larger
States promote themselves overseas.
But, as you would expect, the adver-
tisements entice foreigners to visit
their States.

As a result, potential tourists over-
seas may not be aware that the United
States has far more to offer than Cali-
fornia, New York, and Florida. They
likely have never heard of hiking, raft-
ing, or fishing in the mountains of
West Virginia. For anyone who has not
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enjoyed those activities in my State,
you are really missing something spe-
cial.

Because the hotels and tourist des-
tinations of States like West Virginia
cannot effectively launch their own
international promotional campaigns,
we must find a mechanism to pool and
leverage resources so that these States
become part of the international tour-
ism economy.

After the terrorist attacks of 2001,
the subsequent security measures de-
terred overseas tourists. Many of those
entry problems have been corrected
now. But the negative perception still
remains. Potential foreign tourists
still are reluctant to deal with what
they believe will be a difficult time en-
tering the United States. No private
sector company—and certainly not the
hotels and tourist destinations in the
States I have mentioned—will spend
their own money to promote the im-
proved process for entering the United
States. Only a national, coordinated
campaign—with some help from the
Federal Government—can accomplish
that goal.

We have occasionally appropriated
one-shot advertising campaigns to pro-
mote the United States overseas. But
the Travel Promotion Act of 2009 will
create a sustained and stable public-
private sector partnership in which
Federal seed money is leveraged to in-
crease private investment to promote
tourism overseas.

The bill would establish a travel pro-
motion fund that is capitalized by a $10
fee paid by foreign travelers from visa-
waiver countries. The bill would re-
quire the travel industry to match
those contributions—50 percent in 2011
and 100 percent thereafter. The fund
would receive $10 million in Federal
seed money for 2010. The new fee for
foreign travelers would cumulatively
provide the means to lure them to the
United States, but is too small to have
any impact on an individual’s decision
whether to come to the United States.

The funds would be used for overseas
advertising campaigns to promote
travel to the United States, including
to areas not traditionally visited by
overseas tourists. More importantly,
the advertising campaigns would edu-
cate potential foreign travelers about
U.S. visa and entry policies. Removing
fears about entering the United States
would dramatically increase tourism
among overseas residents who might
consider a range of vacation choices. If
foreign tourists better understand U.S.
entry and visa policies, the more likely
it is that they will come to the United
States—and the more likely it is that
they will spend their money here, cre-
ating the jobs we so desperately need.

Drug companies and luxury auto-
makers spend billions of dollars on ad-
vertising for one reason: it works. The
State of Florida estimates that its own
State travel promotion campaign re-
turns $3 in increased sales tax revenue
for every dollar spent on promotion.
The countries advertising foreign tour-
ist destinations on American television
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every night would not spend the money
to do it but for one reason: it works.
The United States—with so many spec-
tacular destinations—must embark on
its own worldwide promotion program
because it will work.

A sustained and stable tourism pro-
motion program is a small investment
that will generate huge dividends when
foreign tourists spend their money in
the United States, generating jobs and
local revenue. Foreigners visiting the
first time have the potential to become
repeat visitors and will tell their
friends to visit as well.

In addition to stimulating jobs, we
will improve America’s image around
the world through tourism. People who
visit the United States are more likely
to have a favorable opinion of America
when they return home. Developing
that kind of good will in a changing
world makes travel promotion worth-
while.

I would like to thank the sponsors of
this bill: Senator DORGAN, Senator
INOUYE, Senator REID, Senator
KLOBUCHAR, Senator BEGICH, Senator
MIKULSKI, Senator BENNET, Senator
UDALL of New Mexico, Senator UDALL
of Colorado, Senator ENSIGN, Senator
MARTINEZ, and Senator VITTER.

America is open for business. The
people who work in our tourism indus-
tries are ready to work. Now we need
to tell the world.e

VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on vote
No. 208, had I been present for the vote,
I would have voted aye on the motion
to invoke cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed to the Travel Promotion Act of
2009, S. 1023.

JEFFERSON AWARD RECIPIENTS

Mr. KAUFMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to honor this year’s winners of the an-
nual Jefferson Award for Public Serv-
ice and particularly four winners from
my home State of Delaware.

The Jefferson Awards were created in
1972 to serve as a kind of Nobel Prize
for voluntarism and community service
in America. Named for our third Presi-
dent, whose embodiment of our Na-
tion’s spirit of community and service
continues to inspire, these awards are
presented annually for both national
and State winners.

The mission of the State Jefferson
Awards is to recognize unsung heroes
in our communities who give their
time and their care in service to oth-
ers. On the national level, Jefferson
Awards are bestowed upon those who
have contributed significantly to ad-
vancing these principles. Past winners
include Colin Powell, Bill and Melinda
Gates, Oprah Winfrey, and Sandra Day
O’Connor.

This year, four outstanding Dela-
wareans have won Jefferson Awards.
They have contributed to voluntarism
in the ‘‘First State’ through innova-
tive programs and a dedication to in-
spiring their fellow citizens to service.

Elaine Chester, of Wilmington, has
won a Jefferson Award for creating a
program through the Delaware Divi-
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sion of Family Services to help low-in-
come children receive new, wrapped
holiday gifts. She matched local chil-
dren in need with Delmarva Power em-
ployees interested in sending gifts.

Over the last few years, under
Elaine’s leadership, this program has
expanded to become one of the largest
corporate gift drives in Delaware. It
benefits hundreds of children annually,
including those who are terminally ill.
Since its expansion to nursing homes,
the elderly now receive gifts from Del-
marva Power employees as well.

Leonard Young, also of Wilmington,
earned his Jefferson Award for his tire-
less promotion of public health and
wellness initiatives. His encourage-
ment of others to get regular preven-
tive health screenings has led many
Delawareans to incorporate healthy
living into their daily routines.

Leonard has spent a great number of
hours educating youth about the dan-
gers of substance abuse and how to pre-
vent violent behavior in relationships.
He is a leader in the community, and
his involvement in various public
health endeavors is far-reaching.

I am especially proud that this year’s
national winner of the Jefferson Award
for Outstanding Service by a High
School is the Salesianum School in
Wilmington, DE. Its efforts were led by
two seniors, Robert Liszkiewicz and
Dominic Taglione.

The two led their classmates in an ef-
fort to increase youth voluntarism, and
they gave their time to mentoring
local students, volunteering with the
Blue/Gold Foundation for Delawareans
with intellectual disabilities, and help-
ing at the local Ronald McDonald
House for families with children under-
going medical treatment. The efforts of
Robert, Dominic, and their fellow stu-
dents at Salesianum have established a
lasting program for youth voluntarism
based on the principles of the Jefferson
Awards.

I am privileged to have the oppor-
tunity to meet Elaine, Leonard, Rob-
ert, and Dominic at a Senate reception
today honoring Jefferson Award win-
ners from across the country. I hope
my colleagues will join me in cele-
brating their achievements, their com-
mitment to serving local communities,
and their embodiment of that greatest
American quality of service above self.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAUFMAN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

IRANIAN ELECTIONS

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, as

Chairman of the U.S. Helsinki Commis-
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sion, which has had decades of experi-
ence monitoring election and pro-
moting democracy and human rights, I
would like to take a moment to speak
on a troubling matter that has filled
headlines around the world in the last
few days.

We have all seen the images. Vio-
lence and mass protests are erupting
across Iran following the hasty vote
count of a deeply flawed presidential
election process in that country. Yet
another unfortunate chapter is unfold-
ing before our eyes that reinforces
Iran’s record as a police state and to-
talitarian regime more concerned with
keeping its tight grip on power than
yielding to the will of the people.

I stand with President Obama calling
for the government to exercise re-
straint and the violence to end. Regret-
tably, at least seven people have been
killed and countless others injured. We
may never know the true results of
this election, given the lack of inter-
national monitoring. But what we do
know is that in the last few days we
have witnessed tens of thousands of
Iranians raise their voices in protest to
ensure that their vote meant some-
thing.

On Friday, voters in Iran lined up in
unprecedented numbers to choose their
next president. I, like many others,
was dismayed on Saturday to hear the
ruling clerics rush to announce that
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad had won re-
election by a large margin. Regardless
of the limited official scope of his du-
ties, President Ahmadinejad’s con-
sistent pattern of noxious remarks and
his belligerent attitude inject under-
standable tension around the Middle
East and beyond. He has used the presi-
dential podium to instigate conflict
with the international community,
pursue acquisition of nuclear weapons,
and spew hatred and intolerance to-
ward Israel and the United States.

I cannot say and will not say what
could have been or should have been if
any other candidate was elected, but
there is no doubt whatsoever as to
Ahmadinejad’s unfitness as a leader.

Equally troubling were the almost
immediate reports coming from Tehran
and elsewhere around Iran that there
were deep flaws in this election. Elec-
tions do not equal democracy, nor do
they guarantee that the will of the peo-
ple will be reflected in their govern-
ment. But this was not a free and fair
election from the start.

In Iranian Presidential elections,
only a select group of candidates ap-
proved by a 12-person Council of
Guardians are eligible to run. The Ira-
nian regime, headed by Supreme Lead-
er Ali Khamenei, continues to severely
restrict civil liberties including free-
dom of speech, expression, assembly,
and association. Freedom to discuss
ideas without threat of oppression is a
fundamental human right that is es-
sential to a government truly reflect-
ing the will of its people. This freedom
is absent in Iran. Typically, Iranian
elections and public expressions are
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carefully monitored and manipulated
by the ruling regime to prevent chal-
lenges to their authority.

The last few days seem somewhat dif-
ferent. The tens of thousands of people
lining the streets of Tehran—in an in-
credible rebuttal to the ruling powers—
want to know that the votes they did
cast are counted properly. The delib-
erate lack of transparency in the vote
tabulation and the blatant attempts to
block mass communications among
citizens, particularly youth, are too
glaring to ignore. Even Supreme Lead-
er Khamenei has been forced to back-
track on his immediate approval of the
results and has called for at least the
appearance of a recount in some dis-
puted areas.

Americans know something about
wanting to have their votes counted
accurately. The difference between our
two nations: when the results of a U.S.
election were in dispute, the world
spotlight shined bright on the process
and the people involved in resolving
the conflict—peacefully. Transparency
and openness is not a hallmark of Ira-
nian elections.

Even before the presidential election
took place, Iran’s totalitarian regime
blocked personal communications like
texting and access to the Internet.
Media have been confined to Tehran, if
they haven’t been asked to leave the
country. The regime’s ongoing at-
tempts to curtail communication and
silence protests—often with brutal
force—demonstrate the regime’s fear of
losing a grip on power.

Allegations of a fraudulent vote
count are a symptom of a regime that
has survived by an authoritarian power
structure that oppresses its people. On
June 12, the people of Iran did not vote
for the Supreme Leader of their coun-
try. Under the current system, the Su-
preme Leader and his supporters will
continue to dictate policy to the Presi-
dent of Iran, regardless of who that
president is and whatever policy deci-
sions the president is authorized to
make.

The people of Iran want their voices
to be heard and they should be assured
that the world is listening. I urge those
in power in Iran also to listen and im-
plement the reforms necessary to allow
the will of the people to be expressed.

I look forward to a future when the
people of Iran have an opportunity for
a free and fair election of leaders of
their choosing. It is my sincere hope
that one day this vision will be real-
ized, and the voice of the Iranian peo-
ple will truly be heard.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SHAHEEN.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to a period of
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

HAITI REFORESTATION ACT OF
2009

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, in
December 2008, Senator BINGAMAN,
Congressman MEEK, and I visited Haiti.
We went to see the public health, eco-
nomic, environmental, and political
situation in that impoverished Carib-
bean nation.

We traveled for hours into rural Haiti
to the town of Cange to observe the in-
credible work being done by Partners
in Health providing AIDS treatment
and teaching mothers with newborns
how to purify water.

We visited a school in Cite de Solei—
a teeming slum in the capital Port au
Prince—where Father Hagan and the
organization Hands Together is pro-
viding schooling and meals for some of
Haiti’s most vulnerable children.

Unfortunately, despite these pro-
grams and the efforts of U.N. peace-
keeping forces to bring some measure
of security, the living conditions for
average Haitians remain desperate: It
is the poorest country in the Western
Hemisphere, with nearly 80 percent of
its population out of work; one-half of
its 8.2 million people live in extreme
poverty; Haiti’s infant mortality rate
is the highest in our hemisphere; 1 in 10
children dies before the age of 5 due to
malnutrition; the HIV/AIDS situation
in Haiti is among the most frightening
in the world; the average life expect-
ancy of a citizen of Haiti is 61 years,
the lowest in the region.

To add to these already desperate
conditions, Haiti has been devastated
in recent years by tropical storms and
hurricanes. In 2004, Hurricane Jeanne
struck Haiti, killing nearly 3,000 resi-
dents, and displacing over 200,000 more.

Last year, the island of Hispaniola,
which Haiti shares with the Dominican
Republic, was hit by four major
storms. These storms caused massive
flooding and landslides that cut off
land routes and hampered the delivery
of aid to its desperate citizens. Nearly
800 Haitians lost their lives and as
many as 1 million were left homeless.

The world quickly responded to these
catastrophes with millions of dollars
worth of emergency food aid and dis-
aster assistance. The United States
alone provided $29 million in aid. This
assistance helped Haiti cope with these
immediate challenges.

But one of the underlying causes of
this devastation—and contributor to
Haiti’s larger challenge with poverty
and disease—is the deforestation of the
country’s once plentiful tropical for-
ests.

This satellite image provided by
NASA shows the stark difference be-
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tween the amount of forest cover in
Haiti and the Dominican Republic—
countries that share the same island.

The black line shows the border be-
tween the two nations. When you look
at the lush green of the Dominican Re-
public and compare it to the stark des-
olation on Haiti’s side of the border, it
is easy to see why Haiti is so much
more vulnerable than the Dominican
Republic to the devastating effects of
soil erosion, landslides, and flooding.

It was not always that way. In fact,
85 years ago Haiti’s tropical forest cov-
ered 60 percent of the country. Today
less than 2 percent of those forests re-
main. In the past 5 years, the deforest-
ation rate has accelerated by more
than 20 percent.

Some 30 million trees are cut down
every year in Haiti. This staggering
level of deforestation happens because
60 percent of the population of Haiti re-
lies on charcoal produced from cutting
down trees for cooking fuel and two-
thirds rely on inefficient, small-scale
subsistence farming for survival.

While understandable, this deforest-
ation has had terrible, unintended con-
sequences. The soil erosion that has re-
sulted from cutting down all of these
trees has had the perverse effect of sub-
stantially reducing Haiti’s already
scarce agricultural land and leaving
what remains less productive.

This soil erosion also makes the is-
land more vulnerable to floods and
mudslides like the ones that dev-
astated the country last year. The re-
ality of this effect is that far more Hai-
tians than Dominicans lost their lives
and their homes during last year’s
storms.

Haiti’s tropical forests, if protected
and re-grown, would fight the destruc-
tive effects of soil erosion. Saving old
and growing new tropical forests would
help protect Haiti’s freshwater sources
from contaminants, safeguard Haiti’s
remaining irrigable land, and save lives
during hurricane season. Helping Haiti
deal with its deforestation is some-
thing we can help do.

Today, Senator BROWNBACK joins me
in introducing the Haiti Reforestation
Act of 2009 in an effort to attack this
deforestation. The bill aims to end
within 5 years deforestation in Haiti
and restore within 30 years the extent
of tropical forest cover in existence in
Haiti in 1990.

While it is important to start putting
trees in the ground, this bill is about
more than just planting trees. Our gov-
ernment has tried that approach in the
past and has failed miserably.

This bill brings the expertise of the
both the US AID and the International
Programs Office of the US Department
of Agriculture’s Forest Service to help
Haiti manage in a measurable,
verifiable, and reportable way its con-
servation and reforestation efforts. It
does this in three ways.

First, the bill empowers these agen-
cies to work with the Haitian Govern-
ment to develop Haiti-appropriate for-
est-management ideas that can be im-
plemented in an incremental way.
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Second, the bill seeks to bring to
Haiti market-based reforestation
projects that have been successful in
other regions of the world. These
projects are successful because they
share certain characteristics. They: se-
cure the cooperation and engagement
of local communities and organiza-
tions; provide incentives to protect
trees through sustainable, yet income-
generating growth; and provide hands-
on management and oversight of re-
planting efforts.

Conservation groups such as Planting
Empowerment, which is doing just this
type of work in Panama, provide a
model of success and this bill will en-
courage such groups to bring their ef-
forts to Haiti.

Third, the bill expands the ability of
conservation groups to work with the
Haitian Government and international
creditors to trade Haiti’s international
debt for revenue in what are known as
debt-for-nature swaps.

Groups such as Conservation Inter-
national, World Wildlife Fund, and The
Nature Conversancy have successfully
used this mechanism globally to save
other tropical forests—this bill will en-
courage such groups to bring their ef-
forts to Haiti.

Preservation of what remains of Hai-
ti’s tropical forest, and helping re-grow
some of what has been lost, has numer-
ous benefits for all of us, not just for
Haiti. Tropical forests: play a critical
role as carbon sinks to reduce green-
house gases in the atmosphere; harbor
a major portion of the Earth’s biologi-
cal and terrestrial resources; and pro-
vide habitats for an estimated 10 to 30
million plant and animal species, in-
cluding species essential to medical re-
search and agricultural productivity.

But attacking the desperate effect of
deforestation in Haiti is the main pur-
pose of this bill. As Haiti’s Prime Min-
ister, Michele Pierre-Louis, recently
said:

The whole country is facing an ecological
disaster. We cannot keep going on like this.
We are going to disappear one day. There
will not be 400, 500 or 1,000 deaths [from hur-
ricanes]. There are going to be a million
deaths.

We must act to ensure that that day
never comes. I urge my colleagues to
support the Haiti Reforestation Act of
20009.

——————

234TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE U.S.
ARMY

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President,
on June 14, we celebrate the 234th
birthday of the U.S. Army. For more
than two centuries, the Army has
fought to preserve the principles of de-
mocracy both here in the United States
and around the globe.

It was 234 years ago today that the
U.S. Army was established to defend
our Nation. From the Revolutionary
War to operations in Afghanistan and
Iraq, our soldiers have served with
honor and a deep commitment to our
Nation’s core values and beliefs.
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In 1946, during an Army Day speech
in Chicago, GEN Dwight D. Eisenhower
said:

This day of tribute to the men and women
of the United States Army is a day of na-
tional rededication to the ideals they served
so well. The Army believes in strength with-
out arrogance; in firmness without discour-
tesy; in loyalty without servility. It lives
with pride in its cherished traditions of serv-
ice to our commander-in-chief and to the
people to whom it belongs.

This quote is as true today as it was
then. Our all-volunteer force has per-
formed superbly during these chal-
lenging times and has lived up to and
exceeded our greatest expectations.

This Army birthday is special be-
cause it is also the Year of the Non
Commissioned Officer. Since 1775, the
Army has set apart its NCOs from
other enlisted soldiers by distinctive
insignia of grade.

Throughout the Army’s history, the
noncommissioned officer corps has dis-
tinguished itself as the world’s most
accomplished group of military profes-
sionals. Historical and daily accounts
of life as an NCO are exemplified by
acts of courage and a dedication and a
willingness to do whatever it takes to
complete the mission.

I also pay tribute to the families of
our Army soldiers who give so much of
their lives for our Nation. The impor-
tant role families play is vital to the
Army’s success. They have our Na-
tion’s deepest appreciation for the sup-
port and devotion they provide to our
men and women in uniform.

Today I wish to celebrate the
strength of our Nation and the
strength of our Army by saluting our
noncommissioned officer corps and the
Army’s soldiers, families and civilians
by wishing them a happy 234th birth-
day!

———

THANKS TO BERMUDA

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, last
Thursday Bermuda welcomed to free-
dom four men who had been wrongly
detained at Guantanamo Bay for more
than 7 years. The men are ethnic
Uighurs—a minority group from west-
ern China that has long suffered dis-
crimination and oppression by China’s
Government. Their release is welcome
news—our own Federal courts had
cleared them for release, as did both
the Bush and Obama administrations.
Bermudian Prime Minister Dr. Ewart
Brown and the Bermudian people have
done a humanitarian service, and
should be praised for it.

I strongly support President Obama’s
decision to close Guantanamo, which
became a rallying cry for al-Qaida and
other terrorist groups seeking recruits.
I am disappointed that the TUnited
States did not find a way to resettle
the Uighurs here, as there are Uighur
communities in several States that
would have welcomed them and helped
them become productive members of
society. It would also have been an im-
portant gesture to other countries that
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we are asking to accept Guantanamo
detainees. All the more reason that we
should offer our sincere thanks to Ber-
muda for helping to put this sorry epi-
sode behind us.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

COMMENDING THE GATTON
ACADEMY OF MATH AND SCIENCE

e Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I
would like to take this time to con-
gratulate the Gatton Academy of Math
and Science in Bowling Green, KY.

Newsweek magazine recently pub-
lished a list of schools recognized for
challenging students. Separate from
the top 1,500 public high schools in the
country, Newsweek magazine published
its list of 15 schools known as the Pub-
lic Elites. The Gatton Academy of
Math and Science was one of the dis-
tinguished 15 members of this list and
marks the first time a school from
Kentucky has earned a spot among the
Public Elites.

The Gatton Academy of Math and
Science is a selected group of high
school juniors and seniors from around
Kentucky who attend the Western Ken-
tucky University. Their selection is
based on test scores, grades, and sub-
mitted essays. Students in the program
earn college credit at the Western Ken-
tucky University in addition to com-
pleting their high school education.

As a supporter of education, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to recognize the
performance of this great educational
facility.e

———

COMMENDING NORTH OLDHAM
HIGH SCHOOL

e Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I
would like to take this time to con-
gratulate North Oldham High School in
Goshen, KY.

Newsweek magazine recently pub-
lished a list of the top 1,500 public
schools in the country. The 15 schools
that made the list from Kentucky rank
among the top 6 percent of public
schools in the Nation. What is even
more impressive is that Kentucky had
three more schools ranked this year
than in 2008, showing improvement in
our State’s schools. Placing as one of
15 schools from Kentucky on this list,
North Oldham High School has earned
national recognition for the fine per-
formance of its students and faculty.

I am proud of the students of North
Oldham High School. Their commit-
ment to education is a fine example for
the entire Commonwealth, and I take
pride in recognizing them on the floor
of the Senate.®

————

1256TH ANNIVERSARY OF REVILLO,
SOUTH DAKOTA

e Mr. THUNE. Madam President, today
I recognize Revillo, SD. Founded in
1884, the town of Revillo will celebrate
its 125th anniversary this year.



S6648

Located in Grant County, Revillo
possesses the strong sense of commu-
nity that makes South Dakota such an
outstanding place to live and work.
Throughout its rich history, Revillo
has continued to be a strong reflection
of South Dakota’s greatest values and
traditions. The city of Revillo has
much to be proud of and I am confident
that Revillo’s success will continue
well into the future.

The town of Revillo will commemo-
rate the 1256th anniversary of its found-
ing with celebrations held on June 19
thru June 21. I would like to offer my
congratulations to the citizens of
Revillo on this milestone anniversary
and wish them continued prosperity in
the years to come.®

———

150TH ANNIVERSARY OF ELK
POINT, SOUTH DAKOTA

e Mr. THUNE. Madam President, today
I recognize Elk Point, SD. Founded in
1859, the city of Elk Point will cele-
brate its 1560th anniversary this year.

Located in Union County, Elk Point
serves as the county seat. The name
Elk Point originates from the Lewis
and Clark expedition campsite near
present day Elk Point. As one of South
Dakota’s oldest communities, Elk
Point possesses a rich history that con-
tinues to be a strong reflection of
South Dakota’s greatest values and
traditions. The city of Elk Point has
much to be proud of and I am confident
that Elk Point’s success will continue
well into the future.

I would like to offer my congratula-
tions to the citizens of Elk Point on
this milestone anniversary and wish
them continued prosperity in the years
to come.®

————

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
MCcLAUGHLIN, SOUTH DAKOTA

e Mr. THUNE. Madam President, today
I recognize McLaughlin, SD. Founded
in 1909, the city of McLaughlin will cel-
ebrate its 100th anniversary this year.

Named after COL James McLaughlin,
the city of McLaughlin is located in
Corson County. McLaughlin possesses
the strong sense of community that
makes South Dakota a great place to
work and live. Throughout its rich his-
tory, McLaughlin has continued to be a
strong reflection of South Dakota’s
greatest values and traditions. The
city of McLaughlin has much to be
proud of and I am confident that
McLaughlin’s success will continue
well into the future.

I would like to offer my congratula-
tions to the citizens of McLaughlin on
this milestone anniversary and wish
them continued prosperity in the years
to come.®

————

1256TH ANNIVERSARY OF LEBANON,
SOUTH DAKOTA

e Mr. THUNE. Madam President, today
I recognize Lebanon, SD. Founded in
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1884, the town of Lebanon will cele-
brate its 125th anniversary this year.

Located in Potter County, Lebanon
possesses the strong sense of commu-
nity that makes South Dakota such an
outstanding place to live and work.
Throughout its rich history, Lebanon
has continued to be a strong reflection
of South Dakota’s greatest values and
traditions. The city of Lebanon has
much to be proud of and I am confident
that Lebanon’s success will continue
well into the future.

The town of Lebanon will commemo-
rate the 125th anniversary of its found-
ing with celebrations held on June 20
and June 21. I would like to offer my
congratulations to the citizens of Leb-
anon on this milestone anniversary and
wish them continued prosperity in the
years to come.®

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

————

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
and a treaty which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

——————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 10:14 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 1256. An act to protect the public
health by providing the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration with certain authority to regu-
late tobacco products, to amend title 5,
United States Code, to make certain modi-
fications in the Thrift Savings Plan, the
Civil Service Retirement System, and the
Federal Employees’ Retirement System, and
for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro
tempore (Mr. REID).

At 2:28 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 729. An act to help keep students safe
on school-run, overnight, off-premises field
trips.

H.R. 2325. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 1300 Matamoros Street in Laredo, Texas,
as the ‘‘Laredo Veterans Post Office’ .

H.R. 2422. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
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at 2300 Scenic Drive in Georgetown, Texas,
as the “‘Kile G. West Post Office Building”’.

H.R. 2661. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to increase the penalty for vio-
lations of section 119 (relating to protection
of individuals performing certain official du-
ties), and for other purposes.

H.R. 2765. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to prohibit recognition and en-
forcement of foreign defamation judgments
and certain foreign judgments against the
providers of interactive computer services.

The message also announced that the
House has passed the following bill,
without amendment:

S. 615. An act to provide additional per-
sonnel authorities for the Special Inspector
General for Afghanistan Reconstruction.

———————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 729. An act to help keep students safe
on school-run, overnight, off-premises field
trips; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

H.R. 2325. An act to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service located
at 1300 Matamoros Street in Laredo, Texas,
as the ‘“‘Laredo Veterans Post Office’’; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

H.R. 2422. To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 2300
Scenic Drive in Georgetown, Texas, as the
“Kile G. West Post Office Building’’; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

H. R. 2661. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to increase the penalty for vio-
lations of section 119 (relating to protection
of individuals performing certain official du-
ties), and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 2765. An act to amend title 28, United
States Code, to prohibit recognition and en-
forcement of foreign defamation judgments
and certain foreign judgments against the
providers of interactive computer services;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM-47. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Senate of the State of Louisiana urg-
ing Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to maintain the current incentives for
the exploration and production of domestic
oil and natural gas; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 15

Whereas, Louisiana is a key energy state
where over three hundred twenty thousand
Louisianians are employed in the energy sec-
tor, and these jobs support over twelve bil-
lion dollars a year in household income; and

Whereas, these jobs are from numerous
small businesses and include welders, pipe
fitters, barge workers, and engineers, and an
estimated fifty thousand indirect workers
support the energy sector; and

Whereas, the current federal budget pro-
posal includes eight separate tax hikes on
the energy economy totaling over thirty bil-
lion dollars, new fees on energy leases in the
Gulf of Mexico, excise taxes on Gulf produc-
tion, and also repeals several important tax
incentives for Louisiana energy producers;
and
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Whereas, ninety percent of domestic oil
and natural gas wells are developed by small,
independent businesses that would encounter
a devastating impact from any change in
policy to reduce incentives; and

Whereas, these tax increases also reduce
our nation’s energy security by discouraging
new investment in domestic oil and natural
gas production and refining capacity and
pushing those investments abroad; and

Whereas, a reduction in incentives would
reduce the amount of domestically produced
natural gas and deprive the American people
of a clean energy source. Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana
memorializes the Congress of the United
States to take such actions as are necessary
to maintain the current incentives for the
exploration and production of domestic oil
and natural gas. Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution
shall be transmitted to the secretary of the
United States Senate and the clerk of the
United States House of Representatives, and
to each member of the Louisiana delegation
to the United States Congress.

POM-48. A concurrent resolution adopted
by the Senate of the State of Louisiana urg-
ing Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to appropriate funds specifically for
the storm-proofing of interior pump stations
in the parishes of St. Bernard and
Plaquemines; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NoO. 51

Whereas, in 2006, the United States Con-
gress, under the Flood Control and Coastal
Emergency Act, appropriated two hundred
fifty million dollars for storm-proofing inte-
rior pump stations in the Greater New Orle-
ans area in order to ensure the operability of
the stations during hurricanes, storms, and
high water events; and

Whereas, four years after hurricanes
Katrina and Rita, only pump stations in the
parishes of Jefferson and Orleans have been
storm-proofed pursuant to this appropria-
tion; and

Whereas, it is the belief of the public that
the pump stations in the parishes of St. Ber-
nard and Plaquemines have not been storm-
proofed because the Corps of Engineers un-
derestimated the cost of the storm-proofing
and, therefore, interpreted the ‘‘Greater New
Orleans area’ to include only the parishes of
Jefferson and Orleans; and

Whereas, storm-proofing interior pump
stations in the parishes of St. Bernard and
Plaquemines is desperately needed in order
to ensure the operability of the stations as
well as to provide safe housing for personnel
required to remain on duty to operate the
pump stations during hurricanes, storms,
and high water events. Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana
does hereby memorialize the United States
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to appropriate funds specifically for
the storm-proofing of interior pump stations
in the parishes of St. Bernard and
Plaquemines. Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be
transmitted to the presiding officers of the
Senate and the House of Representatives of
the Congress of the United States of America
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. AKAKA, from the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, without amendment:

S. 669. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to clarify the conditions under
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which certain persons may be treated as ad-
judicated mentally incompetent for certain
purposes (Rept. No. 111-27).

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

S. Res. 153. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate on the restitution of or
compensation for property seized during the
Nazi and Communist eras.

S. Res. 182. A resolution recognizing the
democratic accomplishments of the people of
Albania and expressing the hope that the
parliamentary elections on June 28, 2009,
maintain and improve the transparency and
fairness of democracy in Albania.

S. Con. Res. 23. A concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and objectives of the
Prague Conference on Holocaust Era Assets.

————

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. KERRY for the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

*Andrew J. Shapiro, of New York, to be an
Assistant Secretary of State (Political-Mili-
tary Affairs).

*BEric P. Schwartz, of New York, to be an
Assistant Secretary of State (Population,
Refugees, and Migration).

*Bonnie D. Jenkins, of New York, for the
rank of Ambassador during her tenure of
service as Coordinator for Threat Reduction
Programs.

*Ellen 0. Tauscher, of California, to be
Under Secretary of State for Arms Control
and International Security.

*Kurt M. Campbell, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of
State (East Asian and Pacific Affairs).

*Eric P. Goosby, of California, to be Am-
bassador at Large and Coordinator of United
States Government Activities to Combat
HIV/AIDS Globally.

Nominee: Eric Paul Goosby.

The following is a list of all members of
my immediate family and their spouses. I
have asked each of these persons to inform
me of the pertinent contributions made by
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate.

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

1. Self: Eric Goosby.

Spouse: Nancy Truelove.

US Congresswoman Barbara Lee, Cali-
fornia: $100 USD (2006) $100 USD (2007) $50
USD (2008) $100 USD (2009)

Mayor Ron Dellums, Oakland, California:
$200 USD (2007)

Hillary R. Clinton Presidential Candidate:
$200 USD (2007-08) $100 USD (2009—debt fund)

Barack Obama Presidential Candidate: $300
USD (2008)

Woody Myers, MD Congressional Can-
didate, Indiana’s 7th District: $100 USD (2008)

US Congressman Jessie Jackson for Con-
gress, I1linois: $500 USD x 2 (est 2004-5)

2. Children: Eric N. Goosby; Zoe A. Goosby:
no contributions.

3. Parents: Zuretti L. Goosby, Sr.: deceased
2000: no contributions.

Jackie I. Goosby—2005-2009 contributions:
Jane Morrison for DCCC—$100 USD (2005);
Barack Obama—3$50 USD (2008); Eric Mar for
San Francisco Supervisor—$35 USD; Obama
Victory Fund—$250 USD (2008); San Fran-
cisco Democratic Party—$100 USD (2006-07);
Barbara Lee for Congress—$100 USD (2007-
08); John Burton Children Without Homes—
$60 USD (2005); Ursula Reed, San Leandro
City Council—$75 USD (2007); Washington
DC, Martin Luther King Jr. National Memo-
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rial; Project Foundation, Inc.—$150 USD
(2006-07); Friends of Barbara Boxer—$200 USD
(2008); Hillary R. Clinton Campaign -$50 USD
(2008); Nancy Pelosi—$200 USD (2006-08);
Maxwell for San Francisco Board of Super-
visor—$50 USD; Maxwell for San Francisco
Board of Supervisors—$50 USD; Jane Morri-
son for DCCC (SF City and County Commu-
nity College Board—$100 USD; Sue Bierman
for DCCC (SF City and County Community
College Board—$100 USD; San Francisco
Democratic Party—$135 USD; Dianne Fein-
stein (Senator, California)—$100 USD; John
Burton (California State Senator) Children
Without Homes Fund—$50 USD; Kamala Har-
ris for San Francisco District Attorney—$100
USD; Tom Ammiano—$50 TUSD; Nancy
Pelosi, Congresswoman, San Francisco—$300
USD; Hillary R. Clinton Debt Fund—$50
USD; Obama Presidential Campaign—$50
USD (2008); John Burton, Children Without
Homes Fund—$100 USD; Hillary R. Clinton
Presidential Campaign—$100 USD (2008).

Grandparents: maternal and paternal
grandparents died: no contributions > 4 yrs.

Paternal Grandfather: Felix Goosby, died
1966.

Paternal Grandmother: Eva Goosby, died
1978.

Maternal Grandmother: Nola Smith, died
1988 (est).

Maternal Grandfather:
1962 (est).

5. Brothers and. Spouses: Kevin R. Goosby:
No contributions > 4 yrs; Zuretti L. Goosby;
Brenda Goosby (wife).

Obama Presidential Campaign < $2Q0.00,
estimate (2008); (they are on extended travel
for the next 3 weeks and I am unable to con-
firm, but I do not think it is above $200 USD
going back to 2004)

6. Sisters: None

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Foreign Relations I re-
port favorably the following nomina-
tion list which was printed in the
RECORD on the date indicated, and ask
unanimous consent, to save the ex-
pense of reprinting on the Executive
Calendar that this nomination lie at
the Secretary’s desk for the informa-
tion of Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Foreign Service nominations beginning
with Marvin F. Burgos and ending with Ste-
phen Alan Cristina, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on April 20, 2009.
(minus 1 nominee: Terence Jones)

By Mr. LIEBERMAN for the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

*Jeffrey D. Zients, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Deputy Director for Manage-
ment, Office of Management and Budget.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

not known, died
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By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. CASEY):

S. 1267. A bill to amend title V of the So-
cial Security Act to provide grants to estab-
lish or expand quality programs providing
home visitation for low-income pregnant
women and low-income families with young
children, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. MAR-

TINEZ, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr.
LAUTENBERG):

S. 1268. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend and
expand the additional standard deduction for
real property taxes for nonitemizers; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 1269. A bill to provide for enhanced
foodborne illness surveillance and food safe-
ty capacity, to establish regional food safety
centers of excellence, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
MERKLEY):

S. 1270. A bill to modify the boundary of
the Oregon Caves National Monument, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. WYDEN:

S. 1271. A Dbill to amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act to add certain segments to
the Rogue River designation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
MERKLEY):

S. 1272. A bill to provide for the designa-
tion of the Devil’s Staircase Wilderness Area
in the State of Oregon, to designate seg-
ments of Wasson and Franklin Creeks in the
State of Oregon as wild or recreation rivers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. UDALL of Colorado,
and Mr. ISAKSON):

S. 1273. A bill to amend the Public health
Service Act to provide for the establishment
of permanent national surveillance systems
for multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease,
and other neurological diseases and dis-
orders; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:

S. 1274. A bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to ensure that the prohibition
on disclosure of maritime transportation se-
curity information is not used inappropri-
ately to shield certain other information
from public disclosure, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. WARNER:

S. 1275. A bill to establish a National Foun-
dation on Physical Fitness and Sports to
carry out activities to support and supple-
ment the mission of the President’s Council
on Physical Fitness and Sports; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. REED:

S. 1276. A bill to require investment advis-
ers to private funds, including hedge funds,
private equity funds, venture capital funds,
and others to register with the Securities
and Exchange Commission, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

—————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS
The following concurrent resolutions

and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:
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By Mr. WARNER:

S. Res. 185. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of National Alzheimer’s Dis-
ease Awareness Month and National Memory
Screening Day, including the development of
a national health policy on dementia screen-
ing and care; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr.
PRYOR, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. Res. 186. A resolution condemning the
murder of Army Private William Andrew
‘““Andy’”’ Long and the wounding of Army Pri-
vate Quinton Ezeagwula, who were shot out-
side the Army-Navy Career Center in Little
Rock, Arkansas on June 1, 2009; considered
and agreed to.

By Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for him-
self and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. Con. Res. 28. A concurrent resolution
supporting the goals of Smart Irrigation
Month, which recognizes the advances in ir-
rigation technology and practices that help
raise healthy plants and increase crop yields
while using water resources more efficiently
and encourages the adoption of smart irriga-
tion practices throughout the United States
to further improve water-use efficiency in
agricultural, residential, and commercial ac-
tivities; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCcCAIN (for himself,
LEAHY, and Mr. BROWNBACK):

S. Con. Res. 29. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that John
Arthur ‘‘Jack” Johnson should receive a
posthumous pardon for the racially moti-
vated conviction in 1913 that diminished the
athletic, cultural, and historic significance
of Jack Johnson and unduly tarnished his
reputation; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

Mr.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 148
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
KAUFMAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 148, a bill to restore the rule that
agreements between manufacturers
and retailers, distributors, or whole-
salers to set the minimum price below
which the manufacturer’s product or
service cannot be sold violates the
Sherman Act.
S. 211
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
her name was added as a cosponsor of
S. 211, a bill to facilitate nationwide
availability of 2-1-1 telephone service
for information and referral on human
services and volunteer services, and for
other purposes.
S. 244
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 244, a
bill to expand programs of early child-
hood home visitation that increase
school readiness, child abuse and ne-
glect prevention, and early identifica-
tion of developmental and health
delays, including potential mental
health concerns, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 482
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 482, a bill to require Sen-
ate candidates to file designations,
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statements, and reports in electronic
form.
S. 497
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) and the Senator from New
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) were added as
cosponsors of S. 497, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to authorize
capitation grants to increase the num-
ber of nursing faculty and students,
and for other purposes.
S. 534
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 534, a bill to amend
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to reduce cost-sharing under part D of
such title for certain non-institutional-
ized full-benefit dual eligible individ-
uals.
S. 604
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 604, a bill to amend title 31,
United States Code, to reform the man-
ner in which the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System is audited
by the Comptroller General of the
United States and the manner in which
such audits are reported, and for other
purposes.
S. 653
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 653, a bill to require the Secretary
of the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the bicentennial of the
writing of the Star-Spangled Banner,
and for other purposes.
S. 662
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 662, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to provide
for reimbursement of certified midwife
services and to provide for more equi-
table reimbursement rates for certified
nurse-midwife services.
S. 663
At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, the names of the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. UDALL) and the Senator
from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) were
added as cosponsors of S. 663, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
direct the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to establish the Merchant Mariner
Equity Compensation Fund to provide
benefits to certain individuals who
served in the United States merchant
marine (including the Army Transport
Service and the Naval Transport Serv-
ice) during World War II.
S. 686
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 686, a bill to establish the
Social Work Reinvestment Commission
to advise Congress and the Secretary of
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Health and Human Services on policy
issues associated with the profession of
social work, to authorize the Secretary
to make grants to support recruitment
for, and retention, research, and rein-
vestment in, the profession, and for
other purposes.
S. 750
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 750, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to attract
and retain trained health care profes-
sionals and direct care workers dedi-
cated to providing quality care to the
growing population of older Americans.
S. 156
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 756, a bill to provide for
prostate cancer imaging research and
education.
S. 795
At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 795, a bill to amend the
Social Security Act to enhance the so-
cial security of the Nation by ensuring
adequate public-private infrastructure
and to resolve to prevent, detect, treat,
intervene in, and prosecute elder abuse,
neglect, and exploitation, and for other
purposes.
S. 812
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 812, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to make per-
manent the special rule for contribu-
tions of qualified conservation con-
tributions.
S. 823
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) and the Senator from Texas
(Mrs. HUTCHISON) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 823, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a 5-
year carryback of operating losses, and
for other purposes.
S. 846
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 846, a bill to award a con-
gressional gold medal to Dr. Muham-
mad Yunus, in recognition of his con-
tributions to the fight against global
poverty.
S. 908
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name
of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
CONRAD) was added as a cosponsor of S.
908, a bill to amend the Iran Sanctions
Act of 1996 to enhance United States
diplomatic efforts with respect to Iran
by expanding economic sanctions
against Iran.
S. 962
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
names of the Senator from New York

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 962, a
bill to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 2009 through 2013 to promote
an enhanced strategic partnership with
Pakistan and its people, and for other
purposes.
S. 984
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor of S.
984, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for arthritis re-
search and public health, and for other
purposes.
S. 987
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 987, a bill to protect girls
in developing countries through the
prevention of child marriage, and for
other purposes.
S. 1023
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1023, a
bill to establish a non-profit corpora-
tion to communicate United States
entry policies and otherwise promote
leisure, business, and scholarly travel
to the United States.
S. 1026
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1026, a bill to amend the
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Ab-
sentee Voting Act to improve proce-
dures for the collection and delivery of
marked absentee ballots of absent
overseas uniformed service voters, and
for other purposes.
S. 1052
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1052, a bill to amend the small, rural
school achievement program and the
rural and low-income school program
under part B of title VI of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965.
S. 1073
At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Minnesota (Ms.
KLOBUCHAR) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1073, a bill to provide for credit
rating reforms, and for other purposes.
. 1111
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1111, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to enter into agreements with States
to resolve outstanding claims for reim-
bursement under the Medicare program
relating to the Special Disability
Workload project.
S. 1121
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
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(Mr. DopD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1121, a bill to amend part D of title
V of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 to provide grants
for the repair, renovation, and con-
struction of elementary and secondary
schools, including early learning facili-
ties at the elementary schools.
S. 1181
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoOLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1131, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide certain
high cost Medicare beneficiaries suf-
fering from multiple chronic condi-
tions with access to coordinated, pri-
mary care medical services in lower
cost treatment settings, such as their
residences, under a plan of care devel-
oped by a team of qualified and experi-
enced health care professionals.
S. 1135
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BoND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1135, a bill to establish a voluntary
program in the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration to encourage
consumers to trade-in older vehicles
for more fuel efficient vehicles, and for
other purposes.
S. 1144
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1144, a bill to improve transit
services, including in rural States.
S. 1150
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1150, a bill to improve end-of-life
care.
S. 1153
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) and the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1153, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
extend the exclusion from gross income
for employer-provided health coverage
for employees’ spouses and dependent
children to coverage provided to other
eligible designated beneficiaries of em-
ployees.
S. 1155
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1155, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to establish the
position of Director of Physician As-
sistant Services within the office of the
Under Secretary of Veterans Affairs for
health.
S. 1157
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1157, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
protect and preserve access of Medicare
beneficiaries in rural areas to health
care providers under the Medicare pro-
gram, and for other purposes.
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S. 1168
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1168, a bill to authorize
the acquisition and protection of na-
tionally significant battlefields and as-
sociated sites of the Revolutionary War
and the War of 1812 under the American
Battlefield Protection Program.
S. 1230
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. CORKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1230, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a Fed-
eral income tax credit for certain home
purchases.
S. 1235
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1235, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Act, the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
quire that group and individual health
insurance coverage and group health
plans provide coverage for treatment of
a minor child’s congenital or develop-
mental deformity or disorder due to
trauma, infection, tumor, or disease.
S. 1242
At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1242, a bill to prohibit the Federal Gov-
ernment from holding ownership inter-
ests, and for other purposes.
S. 1244
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1244, a bill to amend the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to protect
breastfeeding by new mothers, to pro-
vide for a performance standard for
breast pumps, and to provide tax incen-
tives to encourage breastfeeding.
S. 1254
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BrROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1254, a bill to provide for identification
of misaligned currency, require action
to correct the misalignment, and for
other purposes.
S. 1259
At the request of Mr. KYL, the names
of the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. CoBURN) and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. JOHANNS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1259, a bill to protect all
patients by prohibiting the use of data
obtained from comparative effective-
ness research to deny coverage of items
or services under Federal health care
programs and to ensure that compara-
tive effectiveness research accounts for
advancements in personalized medicine
and differences in patient treatment
response.
S. 1265
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
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(Mr. JOHANNS) and the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1265, a bill to amend
the National Voter Registration Act of
1993 to provide members of the Armed
Forces and their family members equal
access to voter registration assistance,
and for other purposes.
S.J. RES. 17

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the names of the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. ENSIGN), the Senator from Maine
(Ms. SNOWE) and the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. VOINOVICH) were added as cospon-
sors of S.J. Res. 17, a joint resolution
approving the renewal of import re-
strictions contained in the Burmese
Freedom and Democracy Act of 2003,
and for other purposes.

S. CON. RES. 11

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. JOHANNS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 11, a concurrent res-
olution condemning all forms of anti-
Semitism and reaffirming the support
of Congress for the mandate of the Spe-
cial Envoy to Monitor and Combat
Anti-Semitism, and for other purposes.

S. CON. RES. 23

At the request of Mr. KERRY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Con. Res. 23, a concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and objectives of
the Prague Conference on Holocaust
Era Assets.

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
her name was added as a cosponsor of
S. Con. Res. 23, supra.

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 23, supra.

S. CON. RES. 24

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 24, a concur-
rent resolution to direct the Architect
of the Capitol to place a marker in
Emancipation Hall in the Capitol Vis-
itor Center which acknowledges the
role that slave labor played in the con-
struction of the United States Capitol,
and for other purposes.

S. CON. RES. 25

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Con. Res. 25, a concurrent resolu-
tion recognizing the value and benefits
that community health centers provide
as health care homes for over 18,000,000
individuals, and the importance of ena-
bling health centers and other safety
net providers to continue to offer ac-
cessible, affordable, and continuous
care to their current patients and to
every American who lacks access to
preventive and primary care services.

S. CON. RES. 26

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the Senator
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from Florida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY), the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. CARPER),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mrs. LIN-
COLN) and the Senator from Minnesota
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added as cospon-
sors of S. Con. Res. 26, a concurrent
resolution apologizing for the enslave-
ment and racial segregation of African
Americans.
S. RES. 153

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from New
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a
cosponsor of S. Res. 153, a resolution
expressing the sense of the Senate on
the restitution of or compensation for
property seized during the Nazi and
Communist eras.

———————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and
Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 1270. A bill to modify the boundary
of the Oregon Caves National Monu-
ment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, part of
my job as a Senator from a beautiful
State like Oregon is to keep that beau-
ty protected for the next generation of
Oregonians. Today it is my pleasure to
introduce three bills to add environ-
mental protections for three of Or-
egon’s special natural resources. I have
introduced two of these bills before.
The Oregon Caves National Monument
Boundary Adjustment Act of 2009 and
the Lower Rogue Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers Act of 2009 were introduced in 2008
but unfortunately there was not an op-
portunity to move them beyond the
Energy Committee. This year, I look
forward to moving these two bills for-
ward to final passage, along with a
third bill, the Devil’s Staircase Wilder-
ness Act of 2009. I am pleased to intro-
duce two of these bills with my col-
league from Oregon, Senator MERKLEY.
My colleague in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Representative DEFAZIO,
will also be introducing companion leg-
islation today, joined by Representa-
tives Blumenauer and Wu.

The first bill I am introducing, S.
1270, the Oregon Caves National Monu-
ment Boundary Adjustment Act of
2009, will expand the boundary of the
National Park Service land to create
the Oregon Caves National Monument
and Preserve. Under this bill, the stun-
ning majesty of both the underground
and the above-ground treasures found
at this National Monument site will be
protected for future generations.

Established by a Presidential Procla-
mation in 1909, the Oregon Caves Na-
tional Monument is a 480-acre natural
wonder located in the botanically-rich
Siskiyou Mountains. It was originally
set aside because of its unusual sci-
entific interest and importance. Oregon
Caves has a unique geologic history
and is particularly known as the long-
est marble cave open to the public west
of the Continental Divide.
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A perennial stream, the ‘‘River
Styx’’—an underground portion of Cave
Creek—flows through part of the cave
and is one of the dynamic natural
forces at work in the National Monu-
ment. The cave ecosystem provides
habitat for numerous plants and ani-
mals, including some state-sensitive
species such as Townsend’s big-eared
bats and several cave-adapted species
of arthropods found only in only one
place on Earth: the Oregon Caves. The
caves possess a significant collection of
Pleistocene aged fossils, including jag-
uar and grizzly bear. In 1995, grizzly
bear bones found in the cave were esti-
mated to be at least 50,000 years old,
the oldest known from either North or
South America.

Today, I am proposing legislation
that will enhance the protection for
treasures such as these found within
the Oregon Caves National Monument
and that will increase public recreation
opportunities by adding surrounding
lands to the National Park Service
site. My bill would expand the park
site by 4,084 acres to include the entire
Cave Creek Watershed, and transfer
management of the land from the U.S.
Forest Service to the National Park
Service. The newly acquired lands will
be designated as a Preserve so that
hunters can still use them. In addition,
my legislation would designate at least
9.6 miles of rivers and tributaries as
Wild, Scenic, or Recreational, under
the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
including the first subterranean Wild
and Scenic River, the River Styx. This
bill would also authorize the retire-
ment of existing grazing allotments.

When the Oregon Caves National
Monument was established in 1909, the
focus was on the unique subsurface re-
sources, and the small rectangular
boundary was thought to be adequate
to protect the cave. Through the years,
however, scientific research and tech-
nology have provided new information
about the cave’s ecology, and the im-
pacts from the surface environment
and the related hydrological processes.
The current 480-acre boundary simply
cannot adequately protect this cave
system. The National Park Service has
formally proposed a boundary modi-
fication numerous times, first in 1939,
again in 1949, and most recently in 2000.
Today, I am happy to again propose
legislation to enact that boundary ad-
justment into law.

The Oregon Caves National Monu-
ment makes a unique contribution to
Southern Oregon’s economy and to the
national heritage. The Monument re-
ceives over 80,000 visitors annually and
a larger Monument boundary will help
showcase more fully the recreational
opportunities on the above-ground
lands within the proposed Monument
boundary. The Monument’s above-
ground lands in the Siskiyou Moun-
tains possess a beauty and diversity
that is unique in America, and indeed
the world. The Oregon Caves National
Monument’s approximately 500 plants,
5,000 animals, 2,000 fungi, and over a
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million bacteria per acre that make
the spot have one of the highest con-
centrations of biological diversity any-
where.

Expanding the Monument’s boundary
will also preserve the caves’ resources
by protecting the water that enters the
cave. By granting the National Park
Service the ability to safeguard these
resources, and by providing for a vol-
untary donation of grazing permits, my
legislation will be able to better pro-
tect these resources. Over the decades,
the number of allowed livestock has di-
minished, but the livestock still has an
impact on the drinking water supply
and the water quality of this natural
gem. The current grazing permitee,
Phil Krouse’s family, has had the Big
Grayback Grazing Allotment, 19,703
acres, since 1937. Mr. Krouse has pub-
licly stated that he would look favor-
ably upon retirement with private
compensation for his allotment, which
my legislation will allow to proceed.

The second bill I am introducing is,
1271, the Lower Rogue Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act of 2009, which expands the
Wild and Scenic River protections to
Oregon’s iconic Rogue River and its
tributaries.

The Rogue River is one of our na-
tion’s premier recreation destinations,
famous for its free flowing waters and
the many rafting and fishing opportu-
nities it offers. The headwaters of this
great river start in one of Oregon’s
other great gems—Crater Lake Na-
tional Park—and ultimately empty
into the Pacific Ocean near Gold Beach
on the southwest Oregon coast. Along
that stretch, the Rogue River flows
through one of the most spectacular
canyons and diverse natural areas in
the U.S. The river is home to runs of
coho, spring and fall chinook, winter
and summer steelhead, and has the spe-
cial distinction of being one of only a
few rivers in the country with runs of
green sturgeon.

The Rogue River received its first
protections in the original Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act in 1968. A narrow
stretch of land was protected along the
river banks. Since that time, a great
deal has been learned about the impor-
tance of protecting the tributaries that
feed into the main stem of the Rogue.
Protecting the Wild and Scenic tribu-
taries to the Rogue River is essential
to protecting the backbone of one of
Oregon’s most important sport and
commercial fisheries.

In 2008, American Rivers named the
Rogue and its tributaries as the second
most endangered river in the U.S. I'm
hoping to change that today by intro-
ducing legislation to protect 143 miles
of Wild and Scenic tributaries that feed
the Rogue River with cold clean water.
The protected tributaries would in-
clude Galice Creek, Little Windy
Creek, Jenny Creek, Long Gulch—and
36 other tributaries of the Rogue.

By protecting the tributaries that
feed this mighty river, I hope that fu-
ture generations can enjoy the Rogue
River as Oregonians and visitors to our
State do today.
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The third bill I am introducing is,
1272, the Devil’s Staircase Wilderness
Act of 2009, which designates approxi-
mately 29,660 acres surrounding the
Wasson Creek area as Wilderness.

Devil’s Staircase personifies what
Wilderness in Oregon is all about. It is
rugged, wild, pristine and remote. So
rugged, in fact, that land managers
have repeatedly withdrawn this land-
slide-prone forest from all timbering
activity and intrepid hikers must fol-
low elk and deer trails and keep a
sharp eye on a compass. The proposed
Devil’s Staircase Wilderness is the fin-
est old-growth forest remaining in Or-
egon’s Coast Range, boasting huge
Douglas fir, cedar and hemlock and a
wealth of threatened and endangered
species. Wildlife include threatened
marbled murrelets and the highest den-
sity of Northern Spotted Owls in the
coastal mountains.

My proposal would not only protect
the forests surrounding Wasson Creek
but would also designate approxi-
mately 4.5 miles of Franklin Creek and
approximately 10.1 miles of Wasson
Creek as Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Franklin Creek, a critically important
tributary to the Umpqua River, is one
of the best examples of pristine salmon
habitat left in Oregon. Together with
Wasson Creek, these two streams in
the Devil’s Staircase area deserve Wild
and Scenic River designation by Con-
gress.

The ecological significance of this
treasure is apparent. The land is pro-
tected as a Late-Successional Reserve
by the Northwest Forest Plan, as crit-
ical habitat for the northern spotted
owl, and as an Area of Critical Envi-
ronmental Concern by the Bureau of
Land Management. Preserving these
majestic forests as Wilderness for their
wildlife and spectacular scenery
matches the goals of the existing land
management plans. I look forward to
protecting this gem for future genera-
tions.

Finally, I want to express my thanks
to the conservation, recreation and
business communities of southern and
coastal Oregon, and Phil Krouse for his
strong conservation ethic. All of them
have worked diligently to protect these
special places. I look forward to work-
ing with Senator MERKLEY, Represent-
ative DEFAZIO, and my House col-
leagues and the bill’s other supporters
to keep up the fight for these unique
places in Oregon and get these pieces of
legislation to the President’s desk for
his signature.

By Mr. REED:

S. 1276. A bill to require investment
advisers to private funds, including
hedge funds, private equity funds, ven-
ture capital funds, and others to reg-
ister with the Securities and Exchange
Commission, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking. Housing,
and Urban Affairs.
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Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I in-
troduce the Private Fund Trans-
parency Act of 2009, which requires in-
vestment advisers to private funds, in-
cluding hedge funds, private equity
funds, venture capital funds, and oth-
ers, to register with the Securities and
Exchange Commission, SEC.

The current financial crisis has rein-
vigorated my long-held concern that
the regulation of hedge funds and other
pooled investment vehicles should be
improved to provide more information
to regulators to help them address
fraud and prevent systemic risk in our
capital markets.

Hedge funds and other private invest-
ment funds generally operate under ex-
emptions in federal securities laws that
recognize that not all investment pools
require the same close scrutiny de-
manded of retail investment products
like mutual funds. Hedge funds gen-
erally cater to more sophisticated in-
vestors who are responsible for ensur-
ing the integrity of their own invest-
ments, and as a result are permitted to
pursue somewhat riskier investment
strategies. Indeed, these funds play an
important role in enhancing liquidity
and efficiency in the market, and sub-
jecting them to fewer limitations on
their activities has been and continues
to be a reasonable policy choice.

However, the existing regulatory re-
gime for these funds has enabled them
to operate largely outside the frame-
work of the financial regulatory sys-
tem even as they have become increas-
ingly interwoven with the rest of the
country’s financial markets. As a re-
sult, there is no data on the number
and nature of these firms or ability to
calculate the risks they pose to Amer-
ica’s broader economy. Over the past
decade the SEC has recognized there
are risks to our capital markets posed
by some of these entities, and it has at-
tempted to require at a minimum that
advisers to these funds register under
the Investment Advisers Act so that
SEC staff can collect basic information
from and examine these private pools
of capital. The SEC’s rulemaking in
this area, however, was rejected by a
federal court in 2006. As a result, with-
out statutory changes, the SEC is cur-
rently unable to examine private funds’
books and records or to take sufficient
action when it suspects fraud. In addi-
tion, no regulator is currently able to
collect information on the size and na-
ture of hedge funds or other funds to
identify and act on systemic risks that
may be created by these pools of cap-
ital.

The bill I introduce today is crafted
carefully to eliminate these regulatory
gaps without unnecessarily limiting
the beneficial aspects of such pools. It
would require all hedge fund and other
investment pool advisers that manage
more than $30 million in assets to reg-
ister as investment advisers with the
SEC. It would also provide the SEC
with the authority to collect informa-
tion from these entities, including in-
formation about the risks they may
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pose to the financial system. Finally,
it authorizes the SEC to require hedge
funds and other investment pools to
maintain and share with other Federal
agencies any information necessary for
the calculation of systemic risk.

The financial crisis is a stark re-
minder that transparency and disclo-
sure are essential in today’s market-
place. Improving oversight of hedge
funds and other private funds is vital
to their sustainability and to our
economy’s stability. These statutory
changes will help modernize our out-
dated financial regulatory system, pro-
tect investors, and prevent fraud. I
hope my colleagues will join me in im-
proving the oversight of hedge funds
and other private pools of capital by
cosponsoring this legislation and sup-
porting its passage.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 1276

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the
Fund Transparency Act of 2009”.
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF FOREIGN PRIVATE ADVIS-

“Private

Section 202(a) of the Investment Advisers
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b—2(a)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘(29) The term ‘foreign private adviser’
means any investment adviser who—

‘“(A) has no place of business in the United
States;

‘(B) during the preceding 12 months has
had—

“(1) fewer than 15 clients in the United
States; and

‘“(ii) assets wunder management attrib-
utable to clients in the United States of less
than $25,000,000, or such higher amount as
the Commission may, by rule, deem appro-
priate in accordance with the purposes of
this title; and

‘“(C) neither holds itself out generally to
the public in the United States as an invest-
ment adviser, nor acts as an investment ad-
viser to any investment company registered
under the Investment Company Act of 1940,
or a company which has elected to be a busi-
ness development company pursuant to sec-
tion 54 of the Investment Company Act of
1940, and has not withdrawn its election.”’.
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION OF PRIVATE ADVISER EX-

EMPTION; LIMITED EXEMPTION FOR
FOREIGN PRIVATE ADVISERS.

Section 203(b)(3) of the Investment Advis-
ers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-3(b)(3)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘“(3) any investment adviser that is a for-
eign private adviser;”’.

SEC. 4. COLLECTION OF SYSTEMIC RISK DATA;
ANNUAL AND OTHER REPORTS.

Section 204 of the Investment Advisers Act
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-4) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end
the following: ‘“The Commission is author-
ized to require any investment adviser reg-
istered under this title to maintain such
records and submit such reports as are nec-
essary or appropriate in the public interest
for the supervision of systemic risk by any
Federal department or agency, and to pro-
vide or make available to such department
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or agency those reports or records or the in-
formation contained therein. The records of
any company that, but for section 3(c)(1) or
3(c)(7) of the Investment Company Act of
1940, would be an investment company, to
which any such investment adviser provides
investment advice, shall be deemed to be the
records of the investment adviser if such
company is sponsored by the investment ad-
viser or any affiliated person of the invest-
ment adviser or the investment adviser or
any affiliated person of the investment ad-
viser acts as underwriter, distributor, place-
ment agent, finder, or in a similar capacity
for such company.”’; and

(2) adding at the end the following:

‘(d) CONFIDENTIALITY OF REPORTS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Commission shall not be compelled to dis-
close any supervisory report or information
contained therein required to be filed with
the Commission under subsection (a). Noth-
ing in this subsection shall authorize the
Commission to withhold information from
Congress or prevent the Commission from
complying with a request for information
from any other Federal department or agen-
cy or any self-regulatory organization re-
questing the report or information for pur-
poses within the scope of its jurisdiction, or
complying with an order of a court of the
United States in an action brought by the
United States or the Commission. For pur-
poses of section 552 of title 5, United States
Code, this subsection shall be considered a
statute described in subsection (b)(3)(B) of
such section 552.”".

SEC. 5. ELIMINATION OF PROVISION.

Section 210 of the Investment Advisers Act
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-10) is amended by strik-
ing subsection (c).

SEC. 6. CLARIFICATION
THORITY.

Section 211(a) of the Investment Advisers
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b-11) is amended—

(1) by striking the second sentence; and

(2) by striking the period at the end of the
first sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘,
including rules and regulations defining
technical, trade, and other terms used in this
title. For the purposes of its rules and regu-
lations, the Commission may—

‘(1) classify persons and matters within its
jurisdiction and prescribe different require-
ments for different classes of persons or mat-
ters; and

‘(2) ascribe different meanings to terms
(including the term ‘client’) used in different
sections of this title as the Commission de-
termines necessary to effect the purposes of
this title.”.

OF RULEMAKING AU-

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION  185—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF NATIONAL ALZ-

HEIMER’S DISEASE AWARENESS
MONTH AND NATIONAL MEMORY
SCREENING DAY, INCLUDING
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NA-
TIONAL HEALTH POLICY ON DE-
MENTIA SCREENING AND CARE

Mr. WARNER submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions:

S. RES. 185

Whereas Alzheimer’s disease is a slow, pro-
gressive disorder of the brain that results in
loss of memory and other cognitive function
and, eventually, death;
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Whereas Alzheimer’s disease is the sixth
leading cause of death in the United States
and currently affects an estimated 2,400,000
to 4,500,000 people in the United States;

Whereas the stigma associated with the
disease results in a delay of diagnosis, in
some cases up to 6 years;

Whereas Alzheimer’s disease takes an enor-
mous toll on family members, with an esti-
mated 1 in 4 people in the United States act-
ing as caregivers for each individual with the
disease;

Whereas caregivers for individuals with
Alzheimer’s disease suffer more stress, de-
pression, and health problems than care-
givers of people with other illnesses;

Whereas recent advancements in scientific
research have demonstrated the benefits of
early medical treatment for individuals with
Alzheimer’s disease, as well as the benefits of
early access to counseling and other support
services for their caregivers;

Whereas with early diagnosis, individuals
with the disease can avoid or correct con-
tributing medical problems, commence
available therapy, organize current and fu-
ture care, and enhance self-determination,
and caregivers can identify and embrace
community support services;

Whereas in direct response to research
breakthroughs, National Memory Screening
Day was established by the Alzheimer’s
Foundation of America (‘‘AFA”) as a col-
laborative effort with local organizations
and health care professionals across the
country to promote awareness, early detec-
tion, and early diagnosis of memory impair-
ment, so that individuals can obtain proper
medical treatment, social services, and other
resources related to their condition;

Whereas National Memory Screening Day
is held by AFA each November in recogni-
tion of National Alzheimer’s Disease Aware-
ness Month and on this day, qualified health
care professionals administer free, confiden-
tial, face-to-face memory screenings at thou-
sands of sites throughout the United States;

Whereas memory screening is not used to
diagnose any illness but is used as an indi-
cator to determine whether a person might
benefit from further examination by a quali-
fied health care provider;

Whereas memory screenings are a safe and
cost-effective intervention to direct at-risk
individuals to appropriate clinical resources,
thus reducing the costs of long-term care or
hospitalization resulting from undiagnosed
complications; and

Whereas screenings also greatly benefit
those with normal scores, by checking their
memory, allaying fears, and promoting
chronic disease prevention and successful
aging: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the seriousness of Alz-
heimer’s disease and the toll it takes on indi-
viduals with the disease and their caregivers;

(2) acknowledges that more outreach and
education is needed to eliminate the stigma
associated with the disease and assist indi-
viduals and their caregivers in identifying
available screenings, treatments and sup-
port;

(3) encourages all people in the United
States with memory concerns or who want
to check their memory to have annual mem-
ory screenings at National Memory Screen-
ing Day sites or by other qualified health
care professionals;

(4) congratulates State and local organiza-
tions representing individuals with memory
problems, caregivers, and health care profes-
sionals for their commitment to improve the
quality of life of individuals and families
confronting dementia by providing optimal
care and services; and

(5) supports the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Alzheimer’s Disease Awareness Month
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and National Memory Screening Day, includ-
ing the development of a national health pol-
icy on dementia screening and care.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a resolution in sup-
port of the goals and ideals of National
Alzheimer’s Disease Awareness Month
and National Memory Screening Day,
including the development of a na-
tional health policy on dementia
screening and care.

As co-chair of the bipartisan Con-
gressional Task Force on Alzheimer’s
Disease, and as someone with a mother
who has been diagnoses with disease, I
strongly believe that our health care
system needs to do a much better job
of promoting early detection of demen-
tia and other memory problems.
Events such as National Memory
Screening Day are a meaningful step in
raising the awareness needed to move
us in that direction.

The National Institute on Aging,
NIA, estimates that between 2.4 mil-
lion and 4.5 million Americans have
Alzheimer’s disease—a progressive de-
generative disorder that attacks the
brain’s nerve cells, resulting in loss of
memory, thinking and language skill,
behavioral changes, and ultimately,
death. Alzheimer’s disease is not a nor-
mal part of aging; however, age is the
greatest known risk factor with the in-
cidence doubling for every, 5 year in-
terval beyond age 65.

Alzheimer’s disease exacts a huge
toll on caregivers. Nearly 60 percent of
individuals with the disease live at
home under the care of family mem-
bers. Caregivers of individuals with
Alzheimer’s disease face a variety of
challenges and spend more time pro-
viding assistance than caregivers of
people with other types of diseases,
from helping loved ones with bathing
and dressing to managing their legal
and financial affairs.

Alzheimer’s disease drains more than
$148 billion from the nation’s economy
each year. If the prevalence of Alz-
heimer’s disease continues to increase
as expected, the $91 billion spent in 2005
on Medicare costs for care of individ-
uals with Alzheimer’s disease and de-
mentia patients is projected to in-
crease to $189 billion by 2015.

There are serious deficiencies in our
current healthcare system related to
diagnosis of Alzheimer’s disease and re-
lated dementias. A 2006 editorial in the
Journal of the American Geriatric So-
ciety estimated that missed diagnoses
represent greater than 25 percent of the
dementia cases and may be as high as
90 percent. This precludes many from
getting early treatment which most re-
searchers agree leads to optimal ther-
apy with available and emerging medi-
cations.

Screening is a simple and safe eval-
uation tool that assesses memory and
other intellectual functions to deter-
mine whether additional testing is nec-
essary. Memory screening can be done
in a medical environment, e.g. demen-
tia clinic, physician’s office, or in a
community setting, e.g. senior center,
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pharmacy. Such screenings are not a
diagnosis, but can indicate whether a
complete medical evaluation would be
beneficial. Memory can be affected by a
number of factors, ranging from stress,
lack of sleep, vitamin deficiencies, de-
pression and thyroid problems, to such
illnesses as Alzheimer’s disease and
vascular dementia. In general, the ear-
lier the diagnosis, the easier it is to
treat these conditions.

Memory screenings are one of the
major focal points of the Alzheimer’s
Foundation of America’s, AFA, na-
tional initiatives. Since 2003, AFA has
sponsored National Memory Screening
Day, NMSD, annually in collaboration
with community organizations to pro-
mote early detection of memory prob-
lems as well as Alzheimer’s disease and
related illnesses, and encourage appro-
priate intervention. It has been held
each November to coincide with Na-
tional Alzheimer’s Disease Awareness
Month. On November 18, 2008, qualified
health care professionals at mnearly
2,200 sites nationwide offered free con-
fidential memory screenings to an esti-
mated 54,000 participants, as well as
follow-up resources and educational
materials about dementia and success-
ful aging. In 2009, AFA will hold Na-
tional Memory Screening Day on No-
vember 17.

Most people are not inclined to dis-
cuss memory concerns with their
health care providers. A survey con-
ducted during AFA’s 2007 National
Memory Screening Day found that 68
percent of respondents had concerns
about their memory. However, while
more than 44 percent had visited their
primary care physician within the last
6 months, fewer than one in four of
those with self-identified memory
problems had discussed the issue with
their physician. Primary care providers
might be more likely to recommend
further evaluation if individuals pre-
sented their abnormal memory screen-
ing results from events like National
Memory Screening Day. Community
screenings such as National Memory
Screening Day generally educate par-
ticipants about questions to ask their
health care providers and empower
them to begin a dialogue.

With this resolution I hope we can
draw attention to these efforts and fur-
ther this important cause. I urge my
colleagues to join me in support of Na-
tional Alzheimer’s Disease Awareness
Month and National Memory Screening
Day by cosponsoring this measure.

——
SENATE RESOLUTION  186—CON-
DEMNING THE MURDER OF

ARMY PRIVATE WILLIAM AN-
DREW “ANDY” LONG AND THE
WOUNDING OF ARMY PRIVATE
QUINTON EZEAGWULA, WHO
WERE SHOT OUTSIDE THE ARMY-
NAVY CAREER CENTER IN LIT-
TLE ROCK, ARKANSAS ON JUNE
1, 2009

Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr.
PRYOR, and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted



S6656

the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:
S. RES. 186

Whereas on June 1, 2009, Private William
Andrew ‘‘Andy”’ Long, aged 23, of Conway,
Arkansas, was murdered outside the Army-
Navy Career Center in Little Rock, Arkan-
sas;

Whereas on June 1, 2009, Private Quinton
Ezeagwula, aged 18, of Jacksonville, Arkan-
sas, was wounded by gunfire outside the
Army-Navy Career Center in Little Rock,
Arkansas;

Whereas there are more than 1,400,000 ac-
tive component and more than 1,200,000 re-
serve component members of the Armed
Forces protecting the United States;

Whereas there are more than 8,000 Army
and Army Reserve recruiters and more than
7,000 Navy recruiters serving at more than
1,500 military recruiting stations and centers
in United States, Guam, Puerto Rico, and
Europe;

Whereas the men and women of the Armed
Forces risk their lives every day to preserve
the freedoms cherished by people in the
United States;

Whereas service in the Armed Forces de-
mands extraordinary sacrifices from service
members and their families and often places
service members in harm’s way;

Whereas members of the Armed Forces are
the targets of violence not only abroad but
in the United States as well; and

Whereas such violence is reprehensible and
must not be tolerated: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) offers its condolences to the family of
Private William Andrew ‘‘Andy’’ Long;

(2) hopes for a full recovery for Private
Quinton Ezeagwula;

(3) urges swift prosecution to the fullest
extent of the law of the perpetrator or per-
petrators of this senseless shooting;

(4) urges the people of the United States to
join the Senate in condemning acts of vio-
lence; and

(5) honors the service and sacrifice of all
men and women in the Armed Services who
protect and defend our freedom every day.

———

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 28—SUPPORTING THE
GOALS OF SMART IRRIGATION
MONTH, WHICH RECOGNIZES THE
ADVANCES IN IRRIGATION TECH-
NOLOGY AND PRACTICES THAT
HELP RAISE HEALTHY PLANTS

AND INCREASE CROP YIELDS
WHILE USING WATER RE-
SOURCES MORE EFFICIENTLY

AND ENCOURAGES THE ADOP-
TION OF SMART IRRIGATION
PRACTICES THROUGHOUT THE
UNITED STATES TO FURTHER
IMPROVE WATER-USE EFFI-
CIENCY IN AGRICULTURAL, RESI-
DENTIAL, AND COMMERCIAL AC-
TIVITIES

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska (for him-
self and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted the
following concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources:

S. CON. RES. 28

Whereas water is a finite resource that is
vital to human life;

Whereas growing populations and changing
climate mean increased pressure on limited
water supplies;

Whereas well-maintained green spaces are
important to the health and well-being of
communities and individuals;
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Whereas abundant supplies of affordable
food and fiber raise the standard of living for
all people of the United States;

Whereas appropriate irrigation technology,
combined with best practices, can signifi-
cantly improve water-use efficiency and re-
duce runoff while achieving greater agricul-
tural yields per acre-foot of water used;

Whereas appropriate irrigation technology,
combined with best practices, can signifi-
cantly reduce water usage and runoff while
creating healthy lawns, landscaping, and
sports turf; and

Whereas because July is a peak month for
the use of water for irrigation, July has been
selected as Smart Irrigation Month: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress sup-
ports the goals of Smart Irrigation Month,
which are—

(1) to recognize the advances in irrigation
technology and practices that help raise
healthy plants and increase crop yields while
using water resources more efficiently; and

(2) to encourage the adoption of smart irri-
gation practices throughout the United
States to further improve water-use effi-
ciency in agricultural, residential, and com-
mercial activities.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 29—EXPRESSING THE
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT
JOHN ARTHUR “JACK” JOHNSON
SHOULD RECEIVE A POST-
HUMOUS PARDON FOR THE RA-
CIALLY MOTIVATED CONVICTION
IN 1913 THAT DIMINISHED THE
ATHLETIC, CULTURAL, AND HIS-
TORIC SIGNIFICANCE OF JACK
JOHNSON AND UNDULY TAR-
NISHED HIS REPUTATION

Mr. McCAIN (for himself, Mr. LEAHY,
and Mr. BROWNBACK) submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

S. CON. RES. 29

Whereas John Arthur “Jack’” Johnson was
a flamboyant, defiant, and controversial fig-
ure in the history of the United States who
challenged racial biases;

Whereas Jack Johnson was born in Gal-
veston, Texas, in 1878 to parents who were
former slaves;

Whereas Jack Johnson became a profes-
sional boxer and traveled throughout the
United States, fighting white and African
American heavyweights;

Whereas, after being denied (on purely ra-
cial grounds) the opportunity to fight 2
white champions, in 1908, Jack Johnson was
granted an opportunity by an Australian
promoter to fight the reigning white title-
holder, Tommy Burns;

Whereas Jack Johnson defeated Tommy
Burns to become the first African American
to hold the title of Heavyweight Champion of
the World;

Whereas, the victory by Jack Johnson over
Tommy Burns prompted a search for a white
boxer who could beat Jack Johnson, a re-
cruitment effort that was dubbed the search
for the ‘‘great white hope’’;

Whereas, in 1910, a white former champion
named Jim Jeffries left retirement to fight
Jack Johnson in Reno, Nevada;

Whereas Jim Jeffries lost to Jack Johnson
in what was deemed the ‘‘Battle of the Cen-
tury’’;

Whereas the defeat of Jim Jeffries by Jack
Johnson led to rioting, aggression against
African Americans, and the racially-moti-
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vated murder of African Americans nation-
wide;

Whereas the relationships of Jack Johnson
with white women compounded the resent-
ment felt toward him by many whites;

Whereas, between 1901 and 1910, 754 African
Americans were lynched, some for simply for
being ‘‘too familiar’’ with white women;

Whereas, in 1910, Congress passed the Act
of June 25, 1910 (commonly known as the
“White Slave Traffic Act” or the ‘‘Mann
Act’’) (18 U.S.C. 2421 et seq.), which outlawed
the transportation of women in interstate or
foreign commerce ‘‘for the purpose of pros-
titution or debauchery, or for any other im-
moral purpose’’;

Whereas, in October 1912, Jack Johnson be-
came involved with a white woman whose
mother disapproved of their relationship and
sought action from the Department of Jus-
tice, claiming that Jack Johnson had ab-
ducted her daughter;

Whereas Jack Johnson was arrested by
Federal marshals on October 18, 1912, for
transporting the woman across State lines
for an ‘‘immoral purpose’ in violation of the
Mann Act;

Whereas the Mann Act charges against
Jack Johnson were dropped when the woman
refused to cooperate with Federal authori-
ties, and then married Jack Johnson;

Whereas, Federal authorities persisted and
summoned a white woman named Belle
Schreiber, who testified that Jack Johnson
had transported her across State lines for
the purpose of ‘‘prostitution and debauch-
ery’’;

Whereas, in 1913, Jack Johnson was con-
victed of violating the Mann Act and sen-
tenced to 1 year and 1 day in Federal prison;

Whereas Jack Johnson fled the United
States to Canada and various European and
South American countries;

Whereas Jack Johnson lost the Heavy-
weight Championship title to Jess Willard in
Cuba in 1915;

Whereas Jack Johnson returned to the
United States in July 1920, surrendered to
authorities, and served nearly a year in the
Federal penitentiary at Leavenworth, Kan-
sas;

Whereas Jack Johnson subsequently
fought in boxing matches, but never regained
the Heavyweight Championship title;

Whereas Jack Johnson served his country
during World War II by encouraging citizens
to buy war bonds and participating in exhi-
bition boxing matches to promote the war
bond cause;

Whereas Jack Johnson died in an auto-
mobile accident in 1946; and

Whereas, in 1954, Jack Johnson was in-
ducted into the Boxing Hall of Fame: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that Jack Johnson should re-
ceive a posthumous pardon—

(1) to expunge a racially motivated abuse
of the prosecutorial authority of the Federal
Government from the annals of criminal jus-
tice in the United States; and

(2) in recognition of the athletic and cul-
tural contributions of Jack Johnson to soci-
ety.

——

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 1303. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and
Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S.
1023, to establish a non-profit corporation to
communicate United States entry policies
and otherwise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States.; which
was ordered to lie on the table.
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SA 1304. Mr. SANDERS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1305. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1306. Mr. CORKER (for himself, Mr.
NELSON, of Florida, and Ms. SNOWE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1023, supra; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1307. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1308. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1309. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1310. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1311. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1312. Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, and Mr. CASEY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1313. Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. KyvL, and Mr.
BURR) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1023, supra;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 1314. Mr. FEINGOLD submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 1315. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and
Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S.
1023, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 1316. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1317. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1318. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 1319. Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. TESTER, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
BINGAMAN, and Ms. MURKOWSKI) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 1320. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1023, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

———
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 1303. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself
and Ms. SNOWE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to
the bill S. 1023, to establish a non-prof-
it corporation to communicate United
States entry policies and otherwise
promote leisure, business, and schol-
arly travel to the United States; which
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was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 26, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

“(b) REPORT ON TOURISM AND RURAL COM-
MUNITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Director of the Office of Travel and Tour-
ism Industries, in consultation with the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration and the Secretary of Agriculture,
shall report to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate,
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate, and the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship of the Senate, the Committee on Energy
and Commerce of the House of Representa-
tive, the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Small Business of the House of
Representatives on developing the tourism
potential of rural communities.

¢“(2) CONTENT OF THE REPORT.—The report
required by paragraph (1) shall—

‘“(A) identify existing Federal programs
that provide assistance to rural small busi-
nesses in developing tourism marketing and
promotion plans relating to tourism in rural
areas;

‘“(B) identify existing Federal programs
that assist rural small business concerns in
obtaining capital for starting or expanding
businesses primarily serving tourists; and

‘“(C) include recommendations, if any, for
improving existing programs or creating new
Federal programs that may benefit tourism
in rural communities.

SA 1304. Mr. SANDERS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . ENERGY MARKET MANIPULATION PRE-
VENTION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) in 1974, the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission (referred to in this Act as the
‘“Commission’’) was established as an inde-
pendent agency with a mandate—

(A) to enforce and administer the Com-
modity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.);

(B) to ensure market integrity;

(C) to protect market users from fraud and
abusive trading practices; and

(D) to prevent and prosecute manipulation
of the price of any covered commodity in
interstate commerce;

(2) Congress has given the Commission au-
thority under the Commodity Exchange Act
(7T U.S.C. 1 et seq.) to take necessary actions
to address market emergencies;

(3) the Commission may use the emergency
authority of the Commission with respect to
any major market disturbance that prevents
the market from accurately reflecting the
forces of supply and demand for a covered
commodity;

(4) in section 4a(a) of the Commodity Ex-
change Act (7 U.S.C. 6a(a)), Congress has de-
clared that excessive speculation imposes an
undue and unnecessary burden on interstate
commerce;

(5) in May 2009, crude oil inventories in the
United States were at the highest level of
crude oil inventories on record;

(6) in May 2009, demand for oil in the
United States dropped to the lowest level of
demand in more than a decade;
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(7) the national average price of a gallon of
gasoline has jumped from $1.64 per gallon in
late December of 2008 to over $2.61 per gallon
as of June 8, 2009;

(8) crude oil prices have increased by over
70 percent since the middle of January 2009;
and

(9) in May 2009, the International Energy
Agency predicted that global demand for oil
will decrease in 2009 to the lowest level of de-
mand since 1981.

(b) DUTIES OF COMMISSION.—The Commis-
sion shall use the authority of the Commis-
sion, including the emergency authority of
the Commission—

(1) to curb immediately the role of exces-
sive speculation in any contract market—

(A) that is within the jurisdiction and con-
trol of the Commission; and

(B) on or through which energy futures or
swaps are traded;

(2) to eliminate excessive speculation,
price distortion, sudden or unreasonable
fluctuations or unwarranted changes in
prices, or other unlawful activity that causes
major market disturbances that prevent the
market from accurately reflecting the forces
of supply and demand for energy commod-
ities;

(3) to classify immediately each bank hold-
ing company that engages in energy futures
trading as a noncommercial participant, and
subject the bank holding company to strict
position limits;

(4) to require immediately that each hedge
fund engaged in the trading of energy futures
for the hedge fund, or on behalf of a client of
the hedge fund—

(A) to register with the Commission as a
noncommercial participant; and

(B) to be subject to strict speculation lim-
its;

(5) to eliminate conflicts of interest that
may arise in situations during which 1 entity
owns or controls a unit that is—

(A) designed to predict the future price of
oil;

(B) engaged in the operations of oil assets,
including pipelines and storage facilities;
and

(C) engaged in the buying or selling of en-
ergy derivatives for the unit, or on behalf of
a client of the unit; and

(6) to revoke immediately each staff no-ac-
tion letter that covers a foreign board of
trade that has established trading terminals
in the United States for the purpose of trad-
ing United States commodities to United
States investors.

SA 1305. Mr. JOHANNS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL OF CER-
TAIN TARP EXPENDITURES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, including any provision of the Emer-
gency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008, on
and after May 29, 2009, no funds may be dis-
bursed or otherwise obligated under that Act
to any entity, if such disbursement would re-
sult in the Federal Government acquiring
any ownership of the common or preferred
stock of the entity receiving such funds, un-
less the Congress first approves of such dis-
bursement or obligation.

SA 1306. Mr. CORKER (for himself,
Mr. NELSON of Florida, and Ms. SNOWE)
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submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1023,
to establish a non-profit corporation to
communicate United States entry poli-
cies and otherwise promote leisure,
business, and scholarly travel to the
United States; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. = . REIMBURSEMENT OF AUTOMOBILE
DISTRIBUTORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, any funds provided by
the United States Government, or any agen-
cy, department, or subdivision thereof, to an
automobile manufacturer or a distributor
thereof as credit, loans, financing, advances,
or by any other agreement in connection
with such automobile manufacturer’s or dis-
tributor’s proceeding as a debtor under title
11, United States Code, shall be conditioned
upon use of such funds to fully reimburse all
dealers of such automobile manufacturer or
manufacturer’s distributor for—

(1) the cost incurred by such dealers during
the 9-month period preceding the date on
which the proceeding under title 11, United
States Code, by or against the automobile
manufacturer or manufacturer’s distributor
is commenced, in acquisition of all parts and
inventory in the dealer’s possession on the
same basis as if the dealers were terminating
pursuant to existing franchise agreements or
dealer agreements; and

(2) all other obligations owed by such auto-
mobile manufacturer or manufacturer’s dis-
tributor under any other agreement between
the dealers and the automobile manufacturer
or manufacturer’s distributor arising during
that 9-month period, including, without limi-
tation, franchise agreement or dealer agree-
ments.

(b) INCLUSION IN TERMS.—Any note, secu-
rity agreement, loan agreement, or other
agreement between an automobile manufac-
turer or manufacturer’s distributor and the
Government (or any agency, department, or
subdivision thereof) shall expressly provide
for the use of such funds as required by this
section. A bankruptcy court may not author-
ize the automobile manufacturer or manu-
facturer’s distributor to obtain credit under
section 364 of title 11, United States Code,
unless the credit agreement or agreements
expressly provided for the use of funds as re-
quired by this section.

(c) EFFECTIVENESS OF REJECTION.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, any
rejection by an automobile manufacturer or
manufacturer’s distributor that is a debtor
in a proceeding under title 11, United States
Code, of a franchise agreement or dealer
agreement pursuant to section 365 of that
title, shall not be effective until at least 180
days after the date on which such rejection
is otherwise approved by a bankruptcy court.

SA 1307. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 9. EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAMS FOR

EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CON-
FIRMATION FOR ALIENS.
Subsection (b) of section 401 of the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law
104-208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by
striking ‘‘11-year’ and inserting ‘‘17-year’.
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SA 1308. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 9. EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CONFIRMA-
TION FOR ALIENS..

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“‘Protecting American Workers
Act of 2009”.

(b) PILOT PROGRAMS FOR EMPLOYMENT ELI-
GIBILITY CONFIRMATION.—Subsection (b) of
section 401 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 (division C of Public Law 104-208; 8
U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by striking
““Unless” and all that follows.

(¢) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS.—None of
the funds made available in the Emergency
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (division
A of Public Law 110-343; 122 Stat. 3765) or the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (Public Law 111-5; 123 Stat. 115) may be
used to enter into a contract with a person
that does not participate in the pilot pro-
gram described in section 404 of the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law
104-208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note).

(d) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION BY UNITED
STATES CONTRACTORS.—The head of each
agency or department of the United States
that enters into a contract shall require, as
a condition of the contract, that the con-
tractor participate in the pilot program de-
scribed in 404 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 (division C of Public Law 104-209; 8
U.S.C. 1324a note) to verify the employment
eligibility of—

(1) all individuals hired during the term of
the contract by the contractor to perform
employment duties within the United States;
and

(2) all individuals assigned by the con-
tractor to perform work within the United
States the under such contract.

(e) REDESIGNATION OF BASIC PILOT PRO-
GRAM.—

(1) REDESIGNATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Sections 401(c)(1), 403(a),
403(b)(1), 403(c)(1), and 405(b)(2) of the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law
104-208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) are amended by
striking ‘‘basic pilot program’ each place
that term appears and inserting ‘‘E-Verify
Program”.

(B) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subsection (a)
of section 403 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 (division C of Public Law 104-208; 8
U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended in the heading
by striking ‘‘BASIC PILOT’’ and inserting “E-
VERIFY”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(1) of section 404(h) of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigration Responsibility
Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 104-208;
8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by striking
‘“‘under a pilot program’ and inserting
‘“‘under this subtitle’.

(f) CHECKING THE IMMIGRATION STATUS OF
EMPLOYEES.—Subparagraph (A) of section
403(a)(3) of the Illegal Immigration Reform
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (di-
vision C of Public Law 104-208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a
note) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The person’ and inserting
the following:

‘(i) UPON HIRING.—The person’’; and
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(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(ii) EXISTING EMPLOYEES.—An employer
that elects to verify the employment eligi-
bility of existing employees shall verify the
employment eligibility of all such employees
not later than 10 days after notifying the
Secretary of Homeland Security of such elec-
tion.

“(iii) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION.—The Sec-
retary of Homeland Security may require
any employer or class of employers to par-
ticipate in the E-Verify Program with re-
spect to individuals employed as of, or hired
after, the date of the enactment of the Pro-
tecting American Workers Act of 2009 if the
Secretary has reasonable cause to believe
that the employer has engaged in material
violations of section 274A of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324a).”".

(g) REVERIFICATION.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 403 of the Illegal Immigration Reform
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (di-
vision C of Public Law 104-08; 8 U.S.C. 1324a
note) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘“(6) REVERIFICATION.—Each employer par-
ticipating in the E-Verify Program shall use
the confirmation system to reverify the
work authorization of any individual not
later than 3 days after the date on which
such individual’s employment authorization
is scheduled to expire, as indicated by the
documents that the individual provided to
the employer pursuant to section 274A(b) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1324a(b)), in accordance with the pro-
cedures otherwise applicable to the
verification of a newly hired employee under
this subsection.”.

SA 1309. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill S. 1023, to establish
a non-profit corporation to commu-
nicate United States entry policies and
otherwise promote leisure, business,
and scholarly travel to the TUnited
States; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:

On page 19, strike line 13 and all that fol-
lows through page 25, line 10, and insert the
following:

SEC. 5. ELECTRONIC SYSTEM FOR TRAVEL AU-
THORIZATION.

(a) TRAVEL PROMOTION FUND FEES.—Sec-
tion 217(h)(3)(B) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1187(h)(3)(B)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(B) FEES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—No later than September
30, 2009, the Secretary of Homeland Security
shall establish a fee for the use of the Sys-
tem and begin assessment and collection of
that fee. The initial fee shall be the sum of—

‘(1) $10 per travel authorization; and

“(IT) an amount that will at least ensure
recovery of the full costs of providing and
administering the System, as determined by
the Secretary.

¢“(i1) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS COLLECTED.—
From the amounts collected under clause
(i)(T), $100,000,000 shall be credited to the
Travel Promotion Fund established under
section 4 of the Travel Promotion Act of
2009, and any additional amounts shall be
used by the Secretary for travel security
programs authorized under section 217 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187), including the Electronic System for
Travel Authorization (ESTA) and the United
States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indi-
cator Technology (US-VISIT). Amounts col-
lected under clause (i)(II) shall be trans-
ferred to the general fund of the Treasury
and made available to pay the costs incurred
to administer the System.
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‘‘(iii) SUNSET OF TRAVEL PROMOTION FUND
FEE.—The Secretary may not collect the fee
authorized by clause (i)(I) for fiscal years be-
ginning after September 30, 2014.”".

(b) STRATEGIC PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 217(h)(3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(h)(3)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(E) STRATEGIC PLAN.—

‘(i) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of the Travel
Promotion Act of 2009, the Secretary of
Homeland Security shall prepare and submit
a strategic plan to the recipients listed
under clause (ii) that describes how the full
implementation of the System will ensure
that all individuals traveling by airplane to
the United States from a program country
have their travel authorization verified be-
fore boarding the airplane.

‘“(ii) RECIPIENTS.—The strategic plan pre-
pared under clause (i) shall be submitted to—

““(I) the Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate;

“(IT) the Committee on Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate;

“(IITI) the Committee on the Judiciary of
the Senate

“(IV) the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives;

(V) the Committee on Homeland Security
of the House of Representatives;

“(VI) the Committee on the Judiciary of
the House of Representatives; and

‘(VII) the Comptroller General of the
United States.

‘“(iii) MILESTONES.—The strategic plan pre-
pared under clause (i) shall include a de-
tailed timeline that describes the specific ac-
tions that will be taken to achieve the fol-
lowing milestones:

‘() Enrollment of all travelers from pro-
gram countries into the System.

“(IT) Incorporation of the airlines into the
System.

‘(I1I) Deployment of the technology of the
System in all airports located in program
countries, either through the use of stand-
alone kiosks or through the participation of
the airlines.

“(IV) Verification of travel authorizations
of all aliens described in subsection (a) be-
fore they board an airplane bound for the
United States.

(V) Administration of the System solely

with fees collected under subparagraph
B)@OID).
‘“(iv)  COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY.—The

strategic plan prepared under clause (i) shall
include—

““(I) an analysis of the System’s commu-
nications strategy; and

“(I1) recommendation for improving the
communications strategy to ensure that all
travelers to the United States from program
countries are informed of the requirements
under this section.”.

(2) GAO REVIEW.—Not later than 90 days
after receiving a copy of the strategic plan
under section 217(h)(3)(E) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, as added by paragraph
(1), the Comptroller General shall complete a
review of the plan to determine whether the
plan addresses the main security risks asso-
ciated with the Electronic System for Travel
Authorization in an efficient, cost effective,
and timely manner.

(¢) FUNDING LIMITATION.—None of the
amounts made available to the Secretary of
Homeland Security under section
217(h)(3)(B)(A)(II) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, as added by subsection (a), to
carry out the Electronic System for Travel
Authorization authorized under section
217(h)(3) of such Act may be expended until
the Secretary submits the strategic plan re-
quired by section 217(h)(3)(E) of such Act.
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SEC. 6. ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, the Corporation may
impose an annual assessment on United
States members of the international travel
and tourism industry (other than those de-
scribed in section 2(b)(1)(C) or (H)) rep-
resented on the Board in proportion to their
share of the aggregate international travel
and tourism revenue of the industry. The
Corporation shall be responsible for
verifying, implementing, and collecting the
assessment authorized by this section.

(b) INITIAL ASSESSMENT LIMITED.—The Cor-
poration may establish the initial assess-
ment after the date of enactment of the
Travel and Tourism Promotion Act at no
greater, in the aggregate, than $20,000,000.

(¢) REFERENDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may not
impose an annual assessment unless—

(A) the Corporation submits the proposed
annual assessment to members of the indus-
try in a referendum; and

(B) the assessment is approved by a major-
ity of those voting in the referendum.

(2) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—In con-
ducting a referendum under this subsection,
the Corporation shall—

(A) provide written or electronic notice not
less than 60 days before the date of the ref-
erendum;

(B) describe the proposed assessment or in-
crease and explain the reasons for the ref-
erendum in the notice; and

(C) determine the results of the referendum
on the basis of weighted voting apportioned
according to each business entity’s relative
share of the aggregate annual United States
international travel and tourism revenue for
the industry per business entity, treating all
related entities as a single entity.

(d) COLLECTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall es-
tablish a means of collecting the assessment
that it finds to be efficient and effective. The
Corporation may establish a late payment
charge and rate of interest to be imposed on
any person who fails to remit or pay to the
Corporation any amount assessed by the Cor-
poration under this Act.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Corporation may
bring suit in Federal court to compel compli-
ance with an assessment levied by the Cor-
poration under this Act.

(e) INVESTMENT OF FUNDS.—Pending dis-
bursement pursuant to a program, plan, or
project, the Corporation may invest funds
collected through assessments, and any
other funds received by the Corporation,
only in obligations of the United States or
any agency thereof, in general obligations of
any State or any political subdivision there-
of, in any interest-bearing account or certifi-
cate of deposit of a bank that is a member of
the Federal Reserve System, or in obliga-
tions fully guaranteed as to principal and in-
terest by the United States.

SEC. 7. OFFICE OF TRAVEL PROMOTION.

Title IT of the International Travel Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2121 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 201 the following:

“SEC. 202. OFFICE OF TRAVEL PROMOTION.

‘“(a) OFFICE ESTABLISHED.—There is estab-
lished within the Department of Commerce
an office to be known as the Office of Travel
Promotion.

“(b) DIRECTOR.—

‘(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Office shall be
headed by a Director who shall be appointed
by the Secretary.

‘“(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Director shall
be a citizen of the United States and have ex-
perience in a field directly related to the
promotion of travel to and within the United
States.

““(3) DuTIiES.—The Director shall—
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“(A) report to the Secretary;

‘“(B) ensure that the Office is effectively
carrying out its functions; and

‘(C) perform a purely advisory role relat-
ing to any responsibilities described in sub-
section (c¢) that are related to functions car-
ried out by the Department of Homeland Se-
curity or the Department of State.

‘(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed to override
the preeminent role of the Secretary of
Homeland Security in setting policies relat-
ing to the Nation’s ports of entry and the
processes through which individuals are ad-
mitted into the United States.

‘“(¢c) FuncTIONS.—The Office shall—

‘(1) serve as liaison to the Corporation for
Travel Promotion established by section 2 of
the Travel Promotion Act of 2009 and sup-
port and encourage the development of pro-
grams to increase the number of inter-
national visitors to the United States for
business, leisure, educational, medical, ex-
change, and other purposes;

‘(2) work with the Corporation, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security—

““(A) to disseminate information more ef-
fectively to potential international visitors
about documentation and procedures re-
quired for admission to the United States as
a visitor;

“(B) to advise the Secretary of Homeland
Security on ways to improve the experience
of incoming international passengers and to
provide these passengers with more accurate
information;

“(C) to collect accurate data on the total
number of international visitors that visit
each State; and

‘(D) to advise the Secretary of Homeland
Security on ways to enhance the entry and
departure experience for international visi-
tors through the use of advertising, signage,
and customer service; and

‘(3) support State, regional, and private
sector initiatives to promote travel to and
within the United States.

‘(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
1 year after the date of the enactment of the
Travel Promotion Act of 2009, and periodi-
cally thereafter, as appropriate, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate, the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate, the Committee
on Energy and Commerce of the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of the House of Representatives, which de-
scribes the Office’s work with the Corpora-
tion, the Secretary of State, and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to carry out
subsection (¢)(2).”.

SA 1310. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill S. 1023, to establish
a non-profit corporation to commu-
nicate United States entry policies and
otherwise promote leisure, business,
and scholarly travel to the United
States; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:

On page 20, strike line 3 and all that fol-
lows through page 25, line 10, and insert the
following:

¢“(ii) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS COLLECTED.—
From the amounts collected under clause
(i)(I), $100,000,000 shall be credited to the
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Travel Promotion Fund established under
section 4 of the Travel Promotion Act of
2009, and any additional amounts shall be
used by the Secretary for travel security
programs authorized under section 217 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187), including the Electronic System for
Travel Authorization (ESTA) and the United
States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indi-
cator Technology (US-VISIT). Amounts col-
lected under clause (i)(II) shall be trans-
ferred to the general fund of the Treasury
and made available to pay the costs incurred
to administer the System.

“(iii) SUNSET OF TRAVEL PROMOTION FUND
FEE.—The Secretary may not collect the fee
authorized by clause (i)(I) for fiscal years be-
ginning after September 30, 2014.”.

SEC. 6. ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, the Corporation may
impose an annual assessment on United
States members of the international travel
and tourism industry (other than those de-
scribed in section 2(b)(1)(C) or (H)) rep-
resented on the Board in proportion to their
share of the aggregate international travel
and tourism revenue of the industry. The
Corporation shall be responsible for
verifying, implementing, and collecting the
assessment authorized by this section.

(b) INITIAL ASSESSMENT LIMITED.—The Cor-
poration may establish the initial assess-
ment after the date of enactment of the
Travel and Tourism Promotion Act at no
greater, in the aggregate, than $20,000,000.

(c) REFERENDA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation may not
impose an annual assessment unless—

(A) the Corporation submits the proposed
annual assessment to members of the indus-
try in a referendum; and

(B) the assessment is approved by a major-
ity of those voting in the referendum.

(2) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—In con-
ducting a referendum under this subsection,
the Corporation shall—

(A) provide written or electronic notice not
less than 60 days before the date of the ref-
erendum;

(B) describe the proposed assessment or in-
crease and explain the reasons for the ref-
erendum in the notice; and

(C) determine the results of the referendum
on the basis of weighted voting apportioned
according to each business entity’s relative
share of the aggregate annual United States
international travel and tourism revenue for
the industry per business entity, treating all
related entities as a single entity.

(d) COLLECTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall es-
tablish a means of collecting the assessment
that it finds to be efficient and effective. The
Corporation may establish a late payment
charge and rate of interest to be imposed on
any person who fails to remit or pay to the
Corporation any amount assessed by the Cor-
poration under this Act.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Corporation may
bring suit in Federal court to compel compli-
ance with an assessment levied by the Cor-
poration under this Act.

(e) INVESTMENT OF FUNDS.—Pending dis-
bursement pursuant to a program, plan, or
project, the Corporation may invest funds
collected through assessments, and any
other funds received by the Corporation,
only in obligations of the United States or
any agency thereof, in general obligations of
any State or any political subdivision there-
of, in any interest-bearing account or certifi-
cate of deposit of a bank that is a member of
the Federal Reserve System, or in obliga-
tions fully guaranteed as to principal and in-
terest by the United States.
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SEC. 7. OFFICE OF TRAVEL PROMOTION.

Title IT of the International Travel Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2121 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 201 the following:

“SEC. 202. OFFICE OF TRAVEL PROMOTION.

‘‘(a) OFFICE ESTABLISHED.—There is estab-
lished within the Department of Commerce
an office to be known as the Office of Travel
Promotion.

“(b) DIRECTOR.—

‘(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Office shall be
headed by a Director who shall be appointed
by the Secretary.

‘“(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Director shall
be a citizen of the United States and have ex-
perience in a field directly related to the
promotion of travel to and within the United
States.

““(3) DuTIES.—The Director shall—

‘‘(A) report to the Secretary;

‘(B) ensure that the Office is effectively
carrying out its functions; and

‘“(C) perform a purely advisory role relat-
ing to any responsibilities described in sub-
section (c¢) that are related to functions car-
ried out by the Department of Homeland Se-
curity or the Department of State.

‘““(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed to override
the preeminent role of the Secretary of
Homeland Security in setting policies relat-
ing to the Nation’s ports of entry and the
processes through which individuals are ad-
mitted into the United States.

‘“(c) FuNCTIONS.—The Office shall—

“(1) serve as liaison to the Corporation for
Travel Promotion established by section 2 of
the Travel Promotion Act of 2009 and sup-
port and encourage the development of pro-
grams to increase the number of inter-
national visitors to the United States for
business, leisure, educational, medical, ex-
change, and other purposes;

‘“(2) work with the Corporation, the Sec-
retary of State and the Secretary of Home-
land Security—

‘““(A) to disseminate information more ef-
fectively to potential international visitors
about documentation and procedures re-
quired for admission to the United States as
a visitor;

‘(B) to advise the Secretary of Homeland
Security on ways to improve the experience
of incoming international passengers and to
provide these passengers with more accurate
information;

“(C) to collect accurate data on the total
number of international visitors that visit
each State; and

‘(D) to advise the Secretary of Homeland
Security on ways to enhance the entry and
departure experience for international visi-
tors through the use of advertising, signage,
and customer service; and

‘(3) support State, regional, and private
sector initiatives to promote travel to and
within the United States.

“(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
1 year after the date of the enactment of the
Travel Promotion Act of 2009, and periodi-
cally thereafter, as appropriate, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate, the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate, the Committee
on Energy and Commerce of the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Foreign Affairs
of the House of Representatives, which de-
scribes the Office’s work with the Corpora-
tion, the Secretary of State, and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to carry out
subsection (c)(2).”.
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SA 1311. Mr. LIEBERMAN submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill S. 1023, to establish
a non-profit corporation to commu-
nicate United States entry policies and
otherwise promote leisure, business,
and scholarly travel to the United
States; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:

On page 10, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

(4) REVIEW OF INFORMATION.—

(A) SUBMISSION.—The Corporation shall
submit all information relating to United
States Government travel and visa require-
ments proposed to be disseminated to foreign
travelers under paragraphs (1)(A) and (3) to
the Secretary of State and Secretary of
Homeland Security for review in order to en-
sure that the travel promotion campaigns
funded through the Travel Promotion Fund
are factually accurate.

(B) REVIEW AND FEEDBACK.—Not later than
10 business days after receiving information
from the Corporation under subparagraph
(A), the Secretary of State and the Secretary
of Homeland Security shall each—

(i) complete a review of the factual content
of the information submitted by the Cor-
poration under subparagraph (A); and

(ii) correct any factual errors discovered in
such information.

(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Homeland Security
shall limit their review under this paragraph
to the factual content of the information
that the Corporation is proposing to dissemi-
nate.

(D) CHANGES.—The Corporation shall make
all reasonable changes to the factual content
of the information it proposes to disseminate
to foreign travelers based on the feedback re-
ceived from the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Homeland Security to ensure
that such information is accurate.

(E) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO RESPOND.—If the
Corporation does not receive a response from
the Secretary of State or the Secretary of
Homeland Security within 10 business days
after the receipt of the information sub-
mitted under subparagraph (A), the factual
content of the proposed information cam-
paign shall be deemed to have been author-
ized by the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security.

SA 1312. Mr. SANDERS (for himself,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. CASEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill S. 1023, to
establish a non-profit corporation to
communicate United States entry poli-
cies and otherwise promote leisure,
business, and scholarly travel to the
United States; which was ordered to lie
on the table; as follows:

Beginning on page 2, strike line 20, and all
that follows through page 3, line 7, and insert
the following:

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall
have a board of directors of 12 members with
knowledge of international travel promotion
and marketing, broadly representing various
regions of the United States, who are United
States citizens. Members of the board shall
be appointed by the Secretary of Commerce
(after consultation with the Secretary of
Homeland Security and the Secretary of
State), as follows:

(A) 1 shall have appropriate expertise and
experience in the agritourism sector;

SA 1313. Mr. ALEXANDER (for him-
self, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. VITTER, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. ROBERTS,
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Mr. KYL, and Mr. BURR) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. @ . RESTRICTIONS ON TARP EXPENDI-
TURES FOR AUTOMOBILE MANUFAC-
TURERS; FIDUCIARY DUTY TO TAX-
PAYERS; REQUIRED ISSUANCE OF
COMMON STOCK TO TAXPAYERS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“‘Auto Stock for Every Taxpayer
Act”.

(b) PROHIBITION ON FURTHER TARP
FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any provision of
the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act
of 2008 (Public Law 110-343), or any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary may not expend
or obligate any funds made available under
that Act on or after the date of enactment of
this Act with respect to any designated auto-
mobile manufacturer.

(¢) FIDUCIARY DUTY TO SHAREHOLDERS.—
With respect to any designated automobile
manufacturer, the Secretary, and the des-
ignee of the Secretary who is responsible for
the exercise of shareholder voting rights
with respect to a designated automobile
manufacturer pursuant to assistance pro-
vided under the Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 2008, shall have a fiduciary
duty to the American taxpayer for the maxi-
mization of the return on the investment of
the taxpayer under that Act, in the same
manner, and to the same extent that any di-
rector of an issuer of securities has with re-
spect to its shareholders under the securities
laws and all applicable provisions of State
law.

(d) REQUIRED ISSUANCE OF COMMON STOCK
TO ELIGIBLE TAXPAYERS.—Not later than 1
year after the emergence of any designated
automobile manufacturer from bankruptcy
protection described in subsection (f)(1)(B),
the Secretary shall direct the designated
automobile manufacturer to issue through
the Secretary a certificate of common stock
to each eligible taxpayer, which shall rep-
resent such taxpayer’s per capita share of
the aggregate common stock holdings of the
United States Government in the designated
automobile manufacturer on such date.

(e) CIVIL ACTIONS AUTHORIZED.—A person
who is aggrieved of a violation of the fidu-
ciary duty established under subsection (c)
may bring a civil action in an appropriate
United States district court to obtain in-
junctive or other equitable relief relating to
the violation.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—

(1) the term ‘‘designated automobile manu-
facturer’” means an entity organized under
the laws of a State, the primary business of
which is the manufacture of automobiles,
and any affiliate thereof, if such automobile
manufacturer—

(A) has received funds under the Emer-
gency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008
(Public Law 110-343), or funds were obligated
under that Act, before the date of enactment
of this Act; and

(B) has filed for bankruptcy protection
under chapter 11 of title 11, United States
Code, during the 90-day period preceding the
date of enactment of this Act;

(2) the term ‘‘eligible taxpayer’”’ means any
individual taxpayer who filed a Federal tax-
able return for taxable year 2008 (including
any joint return) not later than the due date
for such return (including any extension);
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(3) the term ‘‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or the designee of the
Secretary; and

(4) the terms ‘‘director’’, ‘“‘issuer”, ‘‘securi-
ties”, and ‘‘securities laws’ have the same
meanings as in section 3 of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c).

SA 1314. Mr. FEINGOLD submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill S. 1023, to establish
a non-profit corporation to commu-
nicate United States entry policies and
otherwise promote leisure, business,
and scholarly travel to the United
States; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
TITLE I—COMMISSIONS ON WARTIME
TREATMENT

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Wartime
Treatment Study Act’.

SEC. 102. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) During World War II, the United States
Government deemed as ‘‘enemy aliens’ more
than 600,000 Italian-born and 300,000 German-
born United States resident aliens and their
families, requiring them to carry Certifi-
cates of Identification and limiting their
travel and personal property rights. At that
time, these groups were the two largest for-
eign-born groups in the United States.

(2) During World War II, the United States
Government arrested, interned, or otherwise
detained thousands of European Americans,
some remaining in custody for years after
cessation of World War II hostilities, and re-
patriated, exchanged, or deported European
Americans, including American-born chil-
dren, to European Axis nations, many to be
exchanged for Americans held in those na-
tions.

(3) Pursuant to a policy coordinated by the
United States with Latin American nations,
thousands of European Latin Americans, in-
cluding German and Austrian Jews, were ar-
rested, relocated to the United States, and
interned. Many were later repatriated or de-
ported to European Axis nations during
World War II and exchanged for Americans
and Latin Americans held in those nations.

(4) Millions of European Americans served
in the Armed Forces and thousands sac-
rificed their lives in defense of the United
States.

(5) The wartime policies of the United
States Government were devastating to the
German American and Italian American
communities, individuals, and their families.
The detrimental effects are still being expe-
rienced.

(6) Prior to and during World War II, the
United States restricted the entry of Jewish
refugees who were fleeing persecution or
genocide and sought safety in the United
States. During the 1930s and 1940s, the quota
system, immigration regulations, visa re-
quirements, and the time required to process
visa applications affected the number of
Jewish refugees, particularly those from
Germany and Austria, who could gain admit-
tance to the United States.

(7) The United States Government should
conduct an independent review to fully as-
sess and acknowledge these actions. Con-
gress has previously reviewed the United
States Government’s wartime treatment of
Japanese Americans through the Commis-
sion on Wartime Relocation and Internment
of Civilians. An independent review of the
treatment of German Americans and Italian
Americans and of Jewish refugees fleeing
persecution and genocide has not yet been
undertaken.
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(8) Time is of the essence for the establish-
ment of commissions, because of the increas-
ing danger of destruction and loss of relevant
documents, the advanced age of potential
witnesses and, most importantly, the ad-
vanced age of those affected by the United
States Government’s policies. Many who suf-
fered have already passed away and will
never know of this effort.

SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) DURING WORLD WAR II.—The term ‘‘dur-
ing World War II” refers to the period be-
tween September 1, 1939, through December
31, 1948.

(2) EUROPEAN AMERICANS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘European
Americans’ refers to United States citizens
and resident aliens of European ancestry, in-
cluding Italian Americans, German Ameri-
cans, Hungarian Americans, Romanian
Americans, and Bulgarian Americans.

(B) GERMAN AMERICANS.—The term ‘‘Ger-
man Americans’’ refers to United States citi-
zens and resident aliens of German ancestry.

(C) ITALIAN AMERICANS.—The term ‘‘Italian
Americans’ refers to United States citizens
and resident aliens of Italian ancestry.

(3) EUROPEAN LATIN AMERICANS.—The term
“European Latin Americans’ refers to per-
sons of European ancestry, including Ger-
man or Italian ancestry, residing in a Latin
American nation during World War II.

(4) LATIN AMERICAN NATION.—The term
“Latin American nation” refers to any na-
tion in Central America, South America, or
the Caribbean.

Subtitle A—Commission on Wartime
Treatment of European Americans
SEC. 111. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION ON
WARTIME TREATMENT OF EURO-
PEAN AMERICANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established the
Commission on Wartime Treatment of Euro-
pean Americans (referred to in this subtitle
as the “European American Commission’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The European American
Commission shall be composed of 7 members,
who shall be appointed not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act as
follows:

(1) Three members shall be appointed by
the President.

(2) Two members shall be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, in
consultation with the minority leader.

(3) Two members shall be appointed by the
majority leader of the Senate, in consulta-
tion with the minority leader.

(c) TERMS.—The term of office for members
shall be for the life of the European Amer-
ican Commission. A vacancy in the European
American Commission shall not affect its
powers, and shall be filled in the same man-
ner in which the original appointment was
made.

(d) REPRESENTATION.—The European Amer-
ican Commission shall include 2 members
representing the interests of Italian Ameri-
cans and two members representing the in-
terests of German Americans.

(e) MEETINGS.—The President shall call the
first meeting of the European American
Commission not later than 120 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(f) QUORUM.—Four members of the Euro-
pean American Commission shall constitute
a quorum, but a lesser number may hold
hearings.

(g) CHAIRMAN.—The European American
Commission shall elect a Chairman and Vice
Chairman from among its members. The
term of office of each shall be for the life of
the European American Commission.

(h) COMPENSATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the European
American Commission shall serve without
pay.
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(2) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.—AIll
members of the European American Commis-
sion shall be reimbursed for reasonable trav-
el and subsistence, and other reasonable and
necessary expenses incurred by them in the
performance of their duties.

SEC. 112. DUTIES OF THE EUROPEAN AMERICAN
COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the duty of the
European American Commission to review
the United States Government’s wartime
treatment of European Americans and Euro-
pean Latin Americans as provided in sub-
section (b).

(b) ScoPE OF REVIEW.—The European
American Commission’s review shall include
the following:

(1) A comprehensive review of the facts and
circumstances surrounding United States
Government action during World War II with
respect to European Americans and Euro-
pean Latin Americans pursuant to United
States laws and directives, including the
Alien Enemies Acts (b0 U.S.C. 21 et seq.),
Presidential Proclamations 2526, 2527, 2655,
2662, and 2685, Executive Orders 9066 and 9095,
and any directive of the United States Gov-
ernment pursuant to these and other perti-
nent laws, proclamations, or executive or-
ders, including registration requirements,
travel and property restrictions, establish-
ment of restricted areas, raids, arrests, in-
ternment, exclusion, policies relating to the
families and property that excludees and in-
ternees were forced to abandon, internee em-
ployment by American companies (including
a list of such companies and the terms and
type of employment), exchange, repatri-
ation, and deportation, and the immediate
and long-term effect of such actions, particu-
larly internment, on the lives of those af-
fected. This review shall also include a list
of—

(A) all temporary detention and long-term
internment facilities in the United States
and Latin American nations that were used
to detain or intern European Americans and
European Latin Americans during World War
IT (in this paragraph referred to as ‘“World
War II detention facilities’’);

(B) the names of European Americans and
European Latin Americans who died while in
World War II detention facilities and where
they were buried;

(C) the names of children of European
Americans and European Latin Americans
who were born in World War II detention fa-
cilities and where they were born; and

(D) the nations from which European Latin
Americans were brought to the TUnited
States, the ships that transported them to
the United States and their departure and
disembarkation ports, the locations where
European Americans and European Latin
Americans were exchanged for persons held
in European Axis nations, and the ships that
transported them to Europe and their depar-
ture and disembarkation ports.

(2) An assessment of the underlying ration-
ale of the decision of the United States Gov-
ernment to develop the programs and poli-
cies described in paragraph (1), the informa-
tion the United States Government received
or acquired suggesting these programs and
policies were necessary, the perceived ben-
efit of enacting such programs and policies,
and the immediate and long-term impact of
such programs and policies on European
Americans and European Latin Americans
and their communities.

(38) A brief review of the participation by
European Americans in the United States
Armed Forces, including the participation of
European Americans whose families were ex-
cluded, interned, repatriated, or exchanged.

(4) A recommendation of appropriate rem-
edies, including public education programs
and the creation of a comprehensive online
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database by the National Archives and
Records Administration of documents re-
lated to the United States Government’s
wartime treatment of European Americans
and European Latin Americans during World
War II.

(c) FIELD HEARINGS.—The European Amer-
ican Commission shall hold public hearings
in such cities of the United States as it
deems appropriate.

(d) REPORT.—The European American Com-
mission shall submit a written report of its
findings and recommendations to Congress
not later than 18 months after the date of
the first meeting called pursuant to section
111(e).

SEC. 113. POWERS OF THE EUROPEAN AMERICAN
COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The European American
Commission or, on the authorization of the
Commission, any subcommittee or member
thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this subtitle, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places, and request the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of such books, records, correspondence,
memorandum, papers, and documents as the
Commission or such subcommittee or mem-
ber may deem advisable. The European
American Commission may request the At-
torney General to invoke the aid of an appro-
priate United States district court to re-
quire, by subpoena or otherwise, such at-
tendance, testimony, or production.

(b) GOVERNMENT INFORMATION AND Co-
OPERATION.—The European American Com-
mission may acquire directly from the head
of any department, agency, independent in-
strumentality, or other authority of the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government, available
information that the European American
Commission considers useful in the dis-
charge of its duties. All departments, agen-
cies, and independent instrumentalities, or
other authorities of the executive branch of
the Government shall cooperate with the Eu-
ropean American Commission and furnish all
information requested by the European
American Commission to the extent per-
mitted by law, including information col-
lected under the Commission on Wartime
and Internment of Civilians Act (Public Law
96-317; 50 U.S.C. App. 1981 note) and the War-
time Violation of Italian Americans Civil
Liberties Act (Public Law 106-451; 50 U.S.C.
App. 1981 note). For purposes of section
552a(b)(9) of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly known as the ‘“‘Privacy Act of 1974”),
the European American Commission shall be
deemed to be a committee of jurisdiction.
SEC. 114. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

The European American Commission is au-
thorized to—

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as may be necessary, without
regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service, and without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter
IIT of chapter 53 of such title relating to clas-
sification and General Schedule pay rates,
except that the compensation of any em-
ployee of the Commission may not exceed a
rate equivalent to the rate payable under
GS-15 of the General Schedule under section
5332 of such title;

(2) obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with the provisions of
section 3109 of such title;

(3) obtain the detail of any Federal Govern-
ment employee, and such detail shall be
without reimbursement or interruption or
loss of civil service status or privilege;

(4) enter into agreements with the Admin-
istrator of General Services for procurement
of necessary financial and administrative
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services, for which payment shall be made by
reimbursement from funds of the Commis-
sion in such amounts as may be agreed upon
by the Chairman of the Commission and the
Administrator;

(5) procure supplies, services, and property
by contract in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations and to the extent or in
such amounts as are provided in appropria-
tion Acts; and

(6) enter into contracts with Federal or
State agencies, private firms, institutions,
and agencies for the conduct of research or
surveys, the preparation of reports, and
other activities necessary to the discharge of
the duties of the Commission, to the extent
or in such amounts as are provided in appro-
priation Acts.

SEC. 115. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated
$600,000 to carry out this subtitle.

SEC. 116. SUNSET.

The European American Commission shall
terminate 60 days after it submits its report
to Congress.

Subtitle B—Commission on Wartime
Treatment of Jewish Refugees
SEC. 121. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION ON
WARTIME TREATMENT OF JEWISH
REFUGEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established the
Commission on Wartime Treatment of Jew-
ish Refugees (referred to in this subtitle as
the ‘“‘Jewish Refugee Commission’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Jewish Refugee
Commission shall be composed of 7 members,
who shall be appointed not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act as
follows:

(1) Three members shall be appointed by
the President.

(2) Two members shall be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, in
consultation with the minority leader.

(3) Two members shall be appointed by the
majority leader of the Senate, in consulta-
tion with the minority leader.

(c) TERMS.—The term of office for members
shall be for the life of the Jewish Refugee
Commission. A vacancy in the Jewish Ref-
ugee Commission shall not affect its powers,
and shall be filled in the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

(d) REPRESENTATION.—The Jewish Refugee
Commission shall include two members rep-
resenting the interests of Jewish refugees.

(e) MEETINGS.—The President shall call the
first meeting of the Jewish Refugee Commis-
sion not later than 120 days after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(f) QUORUM.—Four members of the Jewish
Refugee Commission shall constitute a
quorum, but a lesser number may hold hear-
ings.

(g) CHAIRMAN.—The Jewish Refugee Com-
mission shall elect a Chairman and Vice
Chairman from among its members. The
term of office of each shall be for the life of
the Jewish Refugee Commission.

(h) COMPENSATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Jewish
Refugee Commission shall serve without pay.

(2) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.—AIll
members of the Jewish Refugee Commission
shall be reimbursed for reasonable travel and
subsistence, and other reasonable and nec-
essary expenses incurred by them in the per-
formance of their duties.

SEC. 122. DUTIES OF THE JEWISH REFUGEE COM-
MISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the duty of the
Jewish Refugee Commission to review the
United States Government’s refusal to allow
Jewish and other refugees fleeing persecu-
tion or genocide in Europe entry to the
United States as provided in subsection (b).

(b) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—The Jewish Refugee
Commission’s review shall cover the period
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between January 1, 1933, through December
31, 1945, and shall include, to the greatest ex-
tent practicable, the following:

(1) A review of the United States Govern-
ment’s decision to deny Jewish and other
refugees fleeing persecution or genocide
entry to the United States, including a re-
view of the underlying rationale of the
United States Government’s decision to
refuse the Jewish and other refugees entry,
the information the United States Govern-
ment received or acquired suggesting such
refusal was necessary, the perceived benefit
of such refusal, and the impact of such re-
fusal on the refugees.

(2) A review of Federal refugee law and pol-
icy relating to those fleeing persecution or
genocide, including recommendations for
making it easier in the future for victims of
persecution or genocide to obtain refuge in
the United States.

(c) FIELD HEARINGS.—The Jewish Refugee
Commission shall hold public hearings in
such cities of the United States as it deems
appropriate.

(d) REPORT.—The Jewish Refugee Commis-
sion shall submit a written report of its find-
ings and recommendations to Congress not
later than 18 months after the date of the
first meeting called pursuant to section
121(e).

SEC. 123. POWERS OF THE JEWISH REFUGEE
COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Jewish Refugee Com-
mission or, on the authorization of the Com-
mission, any subcommittee or member
thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this subtitle, hold such
hearings and sit and act at such times and
places, and request the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of such books, records, correspondence,
memorandum, papers, and documents as the
Commission or such subcommittee or mem-
ber may deem advisable. The Jewish Refugee
Commission may request the Attorney Gen-
eral to invoke the aid of an appropriate
United States district court to require, by
subpoena or otherwise, such attendance, tes-
timony, or production.

(b) GOVERNMENT INFORMATION AND Co-
OPERATION.—The Jewish Refugee Commis-
sion may acquire directly from the head of
any department, agency, independent instru-
mentality, or other authority of the execu-
tive branch of the Government, available in-
formation that the Jewish Refugee Commis-
sion considers useful in the discharge of its
duties. All departments, agencies, and inde-
pendent instrumentalities, or other authori-
ties of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment shall cooperate with the Jewish Ref-
ugee Commission and furnish all information
requested by the Jewish Refugee Commission
to the extent permitted by law. For purposes
of section 552a(b)(9) of title 5, United States
Code (commonly known as the ‘“Privacy Act
of 1974’), the Jewish Refugee Commission
shall be deemed to be a committee of juris-
diction.

SEC. 124. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

The Jewish Refugee Commission is author-
ized to—

(1) appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as may be necessary, without
regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service, and without regard to
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter
III of chapter 53 of such title relating to clas-
sification and General Schedule pay rates,
except that the compensation of any em-
ployee of the Commission may not exceed a
rate equivalent to the rate payable under
GS-15 of the General Schedule under section
5332 of such title;

(2) obtain the services of experts and con-
sultants in accordance with the provisions of
section 3109 of such title;
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(3) obtain the detail of any Federal Govern-
ment employee, and such detail shall be
without reimbursement or interruption or
loss of civil service status or privilege;

(4) enter into agreements with the Admin-
istrator of General Services for procurement
of necessary financial and administrative
services, for which payment shall be made by
reimbursement from funds of the Commis-
sion in such amounts as may be agreed upon
by the Chairman of the Commission and the
Administrator;

(b) procure supplies, services, and property
by contract in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations and to the extent or in
such amounts as are provided in appropria-
tion Acts; and

(6) enter into contracts with Federal or
State agencies, private firms, institutions,
and agencies for the conduct of research or
surveys, the preparation of reports, and
other activities necessary to the discharge of
the duties of the Commission, to the extent
or in such amounts as are provided in appro-
priation Acts.

SEC. 125. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated
$600,000 to carry out this subtitle.

SEC. 126. SUNSET.

The Jewish Refugee Commission shall ter-
minate 60 days after it submits its report to
Congress.

Subtitle C—Funding Source
SEC. 131. FUNDING SOURCE.

Of the funds made available for the Depart-
ment of Justice by the Consolidated Secu-
rity, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing
Appropriations Act, 2009 (Public Law 110-
329), $1,200,000 is hereby rescinded.

SA 1315. Mr. LIEBERMAN (for him-
self and Mr. GRAHAM) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 26, after line 20, add the following:
SEC. 9. DETAINEE PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORDS

PROTECTION.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Detainee Photographic Records
Protection Act of 2009°".

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) COVERED RECORD.—The term ‘‘covered
record’” means any record—

(A) that is a photograph that—

(i) was taken during the period beginning
on September 11, 2001, through January 22,
2009; and

(ii) relates to the treatment of individuals
engaged, captured, or detained after Sep-
tember 11, 2001, by the Armed Forces of the
United States in operations outside of the
United States; and

(B) for which a certification by the Sec-
retary of Defense under subsection (¢) is in
effect.

(2) PHOTOGRAPH.—The term ‘‘photograph’’
encompasses all photographic images,
whether originals or copies, including still
photographs, mnegatives, digital images,
films, video tapes, and motion pictures.

(¢) CERTIFICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For any photograph de-
scribed under subsection (b)(1)(A), the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit a certification
to the President, if the Secretary of Defense,
in consultation with the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, determines that the
disclosure of that photograph would endan-
ger—
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(A) citizens of the United States; or

(B) members of the Armed Forces or em-
ployees of the United States Government de-
ployed outside the United States.

(2) CERTIFICATION EXPIRATION.—A certifi-
cation submitted under paragraph (1) and a
renewal of a certification submitted under
paragraph (3) shall expire 3 years after the
date on which the certification or renewal,
as the case may be, is submitted to the
President.

(3) CERTIFICATION RENEWAL.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may submit to the Presi-
dent—

(A) a renewal of a certification in accord-
ance with paragraph (1) at any time; and

(B) more than 1 renewal of a certification.

(4) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—A timely notice
of the Secretary’s certification shall be sub-
mitted to Congress.

(d) NONDISCLOSURE OF DETAINEE
RECORDS.—A covered record shall not be sub-
ject to—

(1) disclosure under section 552 of title 5,
United States Code (commonly referred to as
the Freedom of Information Act); or

(2) disclosure under any proceeding under
that section.

(¢) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be construed to preclude
the voluntary disclosure of a covered record.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act and apply to any photograph created be-
fore, on, or after that date that is a covered
record.

SA 1316. Mr. CORKER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . REPEAL OF AUTHORITY TO EXTEND

THE TROUBLED ASSET RELIEF PRO-
GRAM.

Section 120 of the Emergency Economic
Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5230) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b); and

(2) by striking ‘‘(a) TERMINATION.—".

SA 1317. Mr. VITTER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 9. TERMINATION OF TARP.

Section 120(b) of the Emergency Economic
Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5230(b)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’;

(2) by inserting before the first period the
following: ¢, unless there is enacted by Con-
gress, not later than 15 days after the date of
receipt of such certification, a joint resolu-
tion of disapproval, as described in para-
graph (2)”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(2) JOINT RESOLUTION.—For purposed of
this subsection, the term ‘joint resolution’
means only a joint resolution—

‘““(A) that is introduced not later than 3
calendar days after the date on which the
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certification of the Secretary referred to in
paragraph (1) is received by Congress;

‘(B) which does not have a preamble;

““(C) the title of which is as follows: ‘Joint
resolution relating to the disapproval of the
extension of authority under the Emergency
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008’; and

‘(D) the matter after the resolving clause
of which is as follows: ‘That Congress dis-
approves of the extension of the authorities
described in section 120(a) of the Emergency
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008.’.

‘“(3) FAST TRACK.—The provisions of sub-
sections (d) through (f) of section 115 shall
apply to a resolution of disapproval for pur-
poses of this of subsection.”’.

SA 1318. Mr. VITTER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. . TERMINATION OF TARP.

Section 120 of the Emergency Economic
Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5230) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b); and

(2) by striking ‘‘(a) TERMINATION.—’.

SA 1319. Mr. VOINOVICH (for him-
self, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. TESTER, Ms.
COLLINS, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1023, to establish a non-profit
corporation to communicate United
States entry policies and otherwise
promote leisure, business, and schol-
arly travel to the United States; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 9. PASSPORT CARD TRAVEL ENHANCEMENT.

(a) PASSPORT CARD DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘passport card’” means the
document—

(1) known as a passport card that is issued
to a national of the United States on the
same basis as a regular passport; and

(2) that the Secretary of State began
issuing during 2008.

(b) PASSPORT CARDS FOR AIR TRAVEL.—

(1) REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT PASSPORT
CARDS FOR AIR TRAVEL.—Notwithstanding
any regulation issued by the Secretary of
Homeland Security or the Secretary of
State, the Secretary of Homeland Security
and the Secretary of State shall permit a
passport card issued to a national of the
United States to serve as proof of identify
and citizenship of such national if such na-
tional is departing from or entering the
United States through an air port of entry
for travel that terminates or originates in—

(A) Bermuda;

(B) Canada;

(C) a foreign country located in the Carib-
bean; or

(D) Mexico.

(2) FEES FOR PASSPORT CARDS.—Neither the
Secretary of State or the Secretary of Home-
land Security may increase, or propose an
increase to, the fee for issuance of a passport
card as a result of the requirements of para-
graph (1).

(3) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Homeland shall issue final regulations to im-
plement this section.
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SA 1320. Mr. CARDIN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 1023, to establish a
non-profit corporation to communicate
United States entry policies and other-
wise promote leisure, business, and
scholarly travel to the United States;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

On page 3, strike lines 12 through 14 and in-
sert the following:

(C) 1 shall have appropriate expertise and
experience—

(i) with small business concerns (as that
term is used in section 3 of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 632)) or associations that
represent small business concerns; and

(ii) in the retail sector or in associations
representing that sector;

————————

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Senate Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources. The hearing
will be held on Tuesday, July 14, 2009,
at 10 a.m., in room SD-366 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 796, Hardrock
Mining and Reclamation Act of 2009
and S. 140, Abandoned Mine Reclama-
tion Act of 2009.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record may do so by
sending it to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources, United States
Senate, Washington, DC 20510-6150, or
by e-mail to Gina Weinstock@energy
.senate.gov.

For further information, please con-
tact Patty Beneke at (202) 224-5451 or
Gina Weinstock at (202) 224-5684.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND FORESTS

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Subcommittee on Public
Lands and Forests. The hearing will be
held on Wednesday, June 17, 2009, at
1:30 p.m., in room SD-366 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills:
S. 409, to secure Federal ownership and
management of significant natural,
scenic, and recreational resources; S.
782, to provide for the establishment of
the National Volcano Early Warning
and Monitoring System; S. 874, to es-
tablish El Rio Grande Del Norte Na-
tional Conservation Area in the State
of New Mexico; S. 1139, to require the
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into
a property conveyance with the city of
Wallowa, Oregon; and S. 1140, to direct
the Secretary of the Interior to convey
certain Federal land to Deschutes
County, Oregon.
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Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record may do so by
sending it to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources, United States
Senate, Washington, DC 20510-6150, or
by e-mail to Anna fox @energy
.senate.gov.

For further information, please con-
tact David Brooks at (202) 224-9863 or
Anna Fox at (202) 224-1219.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at
9:30 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
June 16, 2009, at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a
hearing entitled ‘‘Greener Commu-
nities, Greater Opportunities: New
Ideas for Sustainable Development and
Economic Growth.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND

TRANSPORTATION

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at 10:30 a.m. in
room 253 of the Russell Senate Office
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND

TRANSPORTATION

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at 2:30 p.m. in
room 253 of the Russell Senate Office
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Tuesday,
June 16, 2009, from 10:15-11 a.m. in room
SD-366 of the Dirksen Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Tuesday,
June 16, 2009, at 2:30 p.m. in room 406 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at 10 a.m. in
room 215 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, to conduct a hearing entitled
““Climate Change Legislation: Tax Con-
siderations.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at
2:15 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday, June 16, 2009.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at
2:30 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ATRLAND

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Airland of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at
2:30 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, COMPETITION

POLICY AND CONSUMER RIGHTS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Sub-
committee on Antitrust, Competition
Policy, and Consumer Rights, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009,
at 2:30 p.m., in room SD-226 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to con-
duct a hearing entitled ‘‘Cell Phone
Text Messaging Rate Increases and the
State of Competition in the Wireless
Market.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT, THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE,
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs’ Subcommittee on

Oversight of Government Management,

the Federal Workforce, and the Dis-

trict of Columbia be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Tuesday, June 16, 2009 at 10 a.m. to
conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Pro-
tecting Our Employees: Pandemic In-
fluenza Preparedness and the Federal

Workforce.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Seapower of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the

Senate on Tuesday, June 16, 2009 at 2:30

p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on National Parks, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate to conduct a hearing on

Tuesday, June 16, 2009, at 2:30 p.m., in

room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-

fice Building.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
———

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Jonathan
Kolikant and Matthew Long of Senator
BINGAMAN’s office be granted the privi-
lege of the floor for the pendency of the
Travel Promotion bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONDEMNING THE MURDER OF

PRIVATE WILLIAM ANDREW
“ANDY” LONG AND THE WOUND-
ING OF PRIVATE QUINTON
EZEAGWULA

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of S. Res. 186 sub-
mitted earlier today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 186) condemning the
murder of Army Private William Andrew
““Andy’”’ Long and the wounding of Army Pri-
vate Quinton Ezeagwula, who were shot out-
side the Army-Navy Career Center in Little
Rock, Arkansas on June 1, 2009.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Madam President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a young
man, Army PVT William Andrew Long,
of Conway, AR. Last week, he was laid
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to rest at the Arkansas Veterans Ceme-
tery in North Little Rock. He was bur-
ied with full military honors and was
awarded the Army Commendation
Medal and the Army Good Conduct
Medal.

Private Long was a loving son, broth-
er, and friend whose life was tragically
cut short on June 1 in a senseless at-
tack outside of an Army-Navy Career
Center in Little Rock, AR. PVT
Quinton Ezeagwila was also injured in
the attack. Our thoughts and prayers
are with him, and we hope he makes a
very speedy recovery.

Private Long had recently finished
Army training and was set to deploy to
South Korea. He had been appointed to
the Army’s Hometown Recruiter As-
sistance Program in Little Rock and
was at the Army recruiting office on
that fateful day because he had volun-
teered to tell others about his experi-
ence in the U.S. military.

Known to his friends and family as
Andy, Private Long will always be re-
membered by all of us and all of them
for his boundless energy, his keen in-
telligence, his infectious smile, and his
great sense of humor. His country and
all Arkansans will remember him as a
hero with the courage to serve his Na-
tion during a time of war. He will also
be remembered as a young man whose
life was ended way too soon.

Private Long hailed from a fiercely
patriotic family, with four generations
of uniformed service to the United
States. Andy’s great grandfather and
grandfather served. Both of his parents
served, and his brother, PFC Triston
Long, continues to serve today and will
be deployed to Iraq later this summer.
On behalf of my colleagues in the Sen-
ate and the people of Arkansas, I wish
to take this moment to thank the Long
family for their extraordinary dedica-
tion and service to our Nation.

On that tragic day, Andy was tar-
geted in what I view as an act of ter-
rorism because of the uniform he
wore—a uniform that stands as a sym-
bol of this great country.

Ours is a nation where we resolve our
differences through debate and demo-
cratic elections, not through violence.
This is a country where freedom is
cherished and liberty is recognized as
an inalienable right for all people.

Terrorism has absolutely no place in
this country, and as elected representa-
tives of the people, it is our duty to en-
sure we are doing everything we can to
combat terrorism, bring justice to its
perpetrators, and protect our commu-
nities and our families. That is why I
stand here today to put forth a resolu-
tion condemning the murder of Private
Long and condemning the use of vio-
lence to achieve political ends. Addi-
tionally, I call for the swift prosecu-
tion, to the fullest extent of the law, of
the perpetrators of this senseless
shooting.

The men and women of the U.S.
Armed Forces risk their lives every
day, both overseas and here on our own
soil in the United States. Let it be
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known that their resolve will not and
cannot be shattered. The ideals rep-
resented by the uniform worn by Andy
Long, his parents, and the generations
of brave American men and women be-
fore them, still serve to represent lib-
erty and justice for all, and no act of
terrorism can diminish that. It can
only strengthen our resolve and reaf-
firm our commitment to America’s
most basic ideals and values.

Our country owes a great debt to Pri-
vate Long for his service, as well as to
the brave men and women in the
Armed Forces who protect and defend
the freedoms we cherish as Americans
each and every day. Our thoughts and
prayers go out to Private Long’s fam-
ily and to all of those who knew and
loved him. We are a grateful nation for
incredible individuals 1like Private
Andy Long.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the resolution be agreed to, the pre-
amble be agreed to, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table with no
intervening action or debate, and any
statements be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 186

Whereas on June 1, 2009, Private William
Andrew ‘‘Andy’”’ Long, aged 23, of Conway,
Arkansas, was murdered outside the Army-
Navy Career Center in Little Rock, Arkan-
sas;

Whereas on June 1, 2009, Private Quinton
Ezeagwula, aged 18, of Jacksonville, Arkan-
sas, was wounded by gunfire outside the
Army-Navy Career Center in Little Rock,
Arkansas;

Whereas there are more than 1,400,000 ac-
tive component and more than 1,200,000 re-
serve component members of the Armed
Forces protecting the United States;

Whereas there are more than 8,000 Army
and Army Reserve recruiters and more than
7,000 Navy recruiters serving at more than
1,600 military recruiting stations and centers
in United States, Guam, Puerto Rico, and
Europe;

Whereas the men and women of the Armed
Forces risk their lives every day to preserve
the freedoms cherished by people in the
United States;

Whereas service in the Armed Forces de-
mands extraordinary sacrifices from service
members and their families and often places
service members in harm’s way;

Whereas members of the Armed Forces are
the targets of violence not only abroad but
in the United States as well; and

Whereas such violence is reprehensible and
must not be tolerated: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) offers its condolences to the family of
Private William Andrew ‘‘Andy’’ Long;

(2) hopes for a full recovery for Private
Quinton Ezeagwula;

(3) urges swift prosecution to the fullest
extent of the law of the perpetrator or per-
petrators of this senseless shooting;

(4) urges the people of the United States to
join the Senate in condemning acts of vio-
lence; and

(5) honors the service and sacrifice of all
men and women in the Armed Services who
protect and defend our freedom every day.

186) was
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REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NO.
111-3

Mr. REID. Madam President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous
consent that the injunction of secrecy
be removed from the following treaty
transmitted to the Senate on June 16,
2009, by the President of the United
States:

Protocol Amending the Tax Conven-
tion with New Zealand, Treaty Docu-
ment 111-3.

I further ask that the treaty be con-
sidered as having been read the first
time; it be referred, with accom-
panying papers, to the Committee on
Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed; and that the President’s mes-
sage be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The message of the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the advice
and consent of the Senate to its ratifi-
cation, the Protocol Amending the
Convention between the United States
of America and New Zealand for the
Avoidance of Double Taxation and the
Prevention of Fiscal Evasion With Re-
spect to Taxes on Income, signed on
December 1, 2008, at Washington (the
“proposed Protocol”’). I also transmit
for the information of the Senate the
report of the Department of State,
which includes an Overview of the pro-
posed Protocol.

The proposed Protocol provides for
the elimination of withholding taxes
on certain cross-border direct dividend
payments and on cross-border interest
payments to certain financial enter-
prises. The proposed Protocol reduces
the existing Convention’s 10-percent
limit on withholding taxes on cross-
border payments of royalties to 5 per-
cent.

The proposed Protocol contains a
comprehensive provision designed to
prevent ‘‘treaty shopping,”” which is
the inappropriate use of a tax treaty by
third-country residents. The proposed
Protocol also provides for the exchange
of information between tax authorities
of the two countries to facilitate the
administration of each country’s tax
laws.

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to
the proposed Protocol and give its ad-
vice and consent to ratification.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 16, 2009.

———

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JUNE
17, 2009

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until tomorrow, Wednesday,
June 17, at 9:30 a.m.; that following the
prayer and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the
morning hour be deemed expired, the
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time for the two leaders be reserved for
their use later in the day, and there be
a period of morning business for up to
1 hour, with the time equally divided
and controlled between the two leaders
or their designees, with the Repub-
licans controlling the first half and the
majority controlling the second half,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

Further, I ask that following morn-
ing business, the Senate resume consid-
eration of the motion to proceed to S.
1023, the Travel Promotion Act of 2009,
and that the time during any adjourn-
ment or period of morning business
count postcloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. If we are required to use
the full 30 hours of postcloture debate
time, the Senate would proceed to the
bill at approximately 6:15 tomorrow
evening. As I have stated previously,
we expect to turn to the consideration
of the supplemental conference report
when it becomes available.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent it stand adjourned
under the previous order.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:02 p.m.,
adjourned until Wednesday, June 17,
2009, at 9:30 a.m.

———

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

NICOLE A. AVANT, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE COMMON-
WEALTH OF THE BAHAMAS.

HOWARD W. GUTMAN, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO BELGIUM.

IN THE COAST GUARD

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINT-
MENT AS A PERMANENT COMMISSIONED REGULAR OFFI-
CER IN THE UNITED STATES COAST GUARD IN THE
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION
211(A)(3):

To be lieutenant
CHRISTOPHER G. BUCKLEY
IN THE AIR FORCE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED
STATES AIR FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531:

To be major
TRA S. EADIE

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED
STATES AIR FORCE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531:

To be lieutenant colonel
JAMES C. EWALD
IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE
ARMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203:

To be colonel
PHILIP M. CHANDLER

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
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MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TIONS 624 AND 3064:

To be lieutenant colonel
ALAN K. UEOKA

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624
AND 3064:

To be major
MARTIN W. KINNISON

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR TEMPORARY
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE
UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION
5721:
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To be lieutenant commander

MATTHEW J. BELLAIR
JAY D. BIJEAU

DANIEL E. CHARLTON
JOSHUA A. CHISHOLM
BRYAN J. CHRISTIANSEN
ERIK D. COPLIN
ROBERT P. CROCETTA II
JASON N. GLAB

JOSHUA A. HOOPS

EVAN J. LAFRANCE
KIMBERLY E. LEONARD
JESSE H. NICE
TIMOTHY M. PRATT
DAVID J. RUSSELL
MICHAEL K. SIMS
JOSEPH D. SINGER
DAVID J. TULOWIECKI
JUSTIN W. WESTFALL

S6667

DISCHARGED NOMINATION

The Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works was discharged
from further consideration of the fol-
lowing nomination pursuant to an
order of the Senate of 03/10/2005 and the
nomination was placed on the Execu-
tive Calendar:

*JO-ELLEN DARCY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.

*Nominee has committed to respond
to requests to appear and testify before
any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.
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